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IN THE CHAIR: MR SPENALE
President
(The sitting was opened at 4.30 p.m.)
President. 
- 
The sitting is open.
l. Resumption of the session
President. 
- 
I declare resumed the session of
the European Parliament adjourned on 14 March
1975.
2. Apologies
President. 
- 
An apology for absence has been
received from Sir Derek Walker-Smith who
regrets his inability to attend this part-session.
and Technology (Docs. 511174 and'
522174):
Mr Fliimig, rapporteur
Mr Giraud,, on behalJ of the Socialist
Group; Mr Jozeau-Marign4, on behalf
of the Liberal and. Allies Group; Mr
Normanton, on behalt of the European
Conseroatiae Group; Mr Nod, on
beh,alf of the Christian-Dernocratic
Group; Mr Cointat, on behalJ of the
Group oJ European Progressiue Demo-
crtts; Mr Leonarih., on pehalf of the
Communi,st and Allies Group; Mr
Brunner, mernber of the Commission
of the European Communities; Mr
Fliimig
Adoption of tuso resolutions
8. Agenda for nert sitting
t7
19
19
3. Tefis of treaties fonaard,ed bg the Council
President. 
- 
I have received from the Council
of the European Communities certified true
copies of the following documents:
- 
Agreement extending the agreement estab-
lishing an Association between the European
Economic Community and the Kingdom of
Morocco;
- 
Agreement in the form of exchange of letters
relating to Article 2 of Protocol No 8 to the
agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Portuguese Republic;
- 
Agreement in the form of exchange of letters
relating to Article 3 of Protocol No 8 to the
agreement between the European Economic
Community and the Portuguese Republic;
- 
Agreement extending the agreement estab-
lishing an Association between the European
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Economic Community and the Tunisian
Republic.
These documents will be placed in the archives
of the European Parliament.
4. Documents submitted
President. 
- 
Since the session was adjourned I
have received the following documents:
(a) from the Council of the European Com-
munities, requests for an opinion on
- 
the Communication from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council on technological problems of
nuclear safety and draft resolution (Doc.
5175).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology for its opinion;
- 
the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation amending Regulation
(EEC) No 1059/69 laying down the trade
arrangements applicable to certain goods
resulting from the processing of agri-
cultural products (Doc. 7/?5).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Committee
on External Economic Relations and the
Committee on Budgets for their opinions.
- 
the proposals from the Commission of
the European Communities to the Coun-
cil for
I. a directive amending Directives Nos
641432/F,E.C, 64/433/EEC, 711118/EEC,
7 21 461 IEE,C and. 7 21 462IEEC as regards
the procedures of the Standing
Veterinary Committee
II. a decision amending Decision No
73/88/EEC as regards the procedures
of the Standing Veterinary Com-
mittee
(Doc. 8i75)
This document has been referred to the
Committee of Public Health and the
Environment as the committee respon-
sible and to the Committee on Agricul-
ture for its opinion;
- 
the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a decision establishing a common
procedure for the preparation and con-
stant up-dating of a European inventory
of sources of information on the environ-
ment (Doc. 15175).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment;
- 
the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council
for a regulation establishing the general
rules concerning the supply of skimmed
milk powder as food aid to certain
developing countries and international
organizations under the 1975 programme
(Doc. 19/75).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Development and Coope-
ration as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on Budgets for its
opinion;
- 
the proposal from the Commission of the
European Communities to the Council for
a regulation fixing the market target
price and the intervention price for olive
oil for the 1975/1976 marketing year
(Doc. 20/75).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture as the com-
mittee responsible and to the Committee
on Budgets for its opinion;
- 
the Communication from the Commission
of the European Communities to the
Council containing initial proposals for
priority projects in dataprocessing (Doc.
2il75).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs as the committee responsible and
to the following committees for their
opinions:
- 
the Committee on Budgets;
- 
the Legal Affairs Committee (in
particular Appendix 3 to Annex A);
- 
the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment (Appendix I to
Annex A);
- 
the Committee on Agriculture(Appendix 2 to Annex A);
- 
the Committee on Regional Policy
and Transport (Appendix 4 to Annex
A);
- 
the work programme of the Commission
of the European Communities for the
Sitting of Monday, 7 April 19?5
President
simplification of customs procedures,
customs legislation and institutional
methods for dealing with customs mat-
ters (Doc. 22175).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on External Economic
Relations and the Committee on Budgets
for their opinions;
.- the recommendation from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council for a decision approving the
exchange of letters between the Euro-
pean Economic Community and the
Kingdom of Norway concerning the
establishment by Norway of fishing
zones closed to trawlers at certain times
of the year (Doc. 27175).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions as the committee responsible and
to the Committee on Agriculture for its
opinion;
(b) the following oral questions:
- 
oral question with debate by Mr Jahn,
Mr Aigner, Mr Artzinger, Mr Van der
Gun, Mr Martens, Mr Nod, Mr Noten-
boom and Mr Springorum to the Council
of the European Communities on coope-
ration agreements (Doc. 9/75);
- 
oral question with debate by Mr Jahn,
Mr Aigner, Mr Artzinger, Mr Van der
Gun, Mr Martens, Mr Nod, Mr Noten-
boom and Mr Springorum to the Com-
mission of the European Communities on
cooperation agreements (Doc. 10/75);
- 
oral question with debate by the Political
Affairs Committee to the Commission of
the European Communities on prospects
for the Euro-Arab dialogue (Doc. 11i75);
- 
oral question with debate by the Political
Affairs Committee to the Council of the
European Communities on prospects for
the Euro-Arab dialogue (Doc. 12175) ;
- 
oral question with debate pursuant to
paragraph 4, second sub-paragraph, of
the Communiqu6 of the Summit Con-
ference of 9/10 December 1974, by the
Political Affairs Committee to the Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers of the
Member States of the European Com-
munities on prospects for the Euro-Arab
dialogue (Doc. 13/75);
- 
oral question with debate by Mrs Gout-
mann and Mr Marras on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group to the
Council of the European Communities
on the tripartite conference with partici-
pation of the economic and finance
ministers (Doc. 14/75);
- 
oral question with debate by Mr Coust6
on behalf of the Group of European
Progressive Democrats to the Commis-
sion of the European Communities on
measures to aid the car industry (Doc.
30/75);
- 
oral question with debate by Mr Scott-
Hopkins on behalf of the European Con-
servative Group to the Commission of
the European Communities on the
economic position of egg producers in
the Community (Doc. 31/75);
- 
oral question with debate by Mr An-
dreotti, Mr Pisoni, Mr Girardin, Mr Ro-
sati, Mr Scelba, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Alfred
Bertrand, Mr Antoniozzi,Mr Bersani and
Mr Hdrzschel to the Commission of the
European Communities on Community
initiatives following the National Con-
ference on Emigration (Doc. 32175);
- 
oral question with debate by Mr Vetrone,
Mr Ligios, Mr Andreotti, Mr Rosati, Mr
Boano, Mr Girardin and Mr Pisoni to
the Commission of the European Com-
munities on the wine crisis (Doc. 33/75);
(c) from the committees, the following reports:
- 
report by Normanton on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communi-
ties to the Council for a regulation con-
cerning support to common projects for
hydrocarbon exploration (Doc. 3/75);
- 
report by Mr Dondelinger on behalf of
the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment on the Communication from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council on the program-
me of pilot schemes and studies to combat
poverty drawn up in accordance with
the resolution of the Council of 21 Jan-
'uary 1974 concerning a social action pro-
gramme (Doc. 4/75);
- 
report by Mr Baas on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Rela-
tions on the proposals from the Com-
mission of the European Communities
to the Council for
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I. a regulation on the opening, 
"tto""-tion and administration of the Com-
. 
munity tariff quota of 30,000 head
of heifers and cows, not intended for
slaughter, of certain mountain breeds,
falling within sub-heading ex 01.02
A II (b) 2 of the Common Customs
Tariff
II. a regulation on the opening, alloca-
tion and administration of the Com-
munity tari,ff quota of 5 000 head of
bu'lls, cows and heifers, not intended
for slaughter, of certain alpine breeds,
falling within sub-heading ex. 01.02
A II (b) 2 of the Common Customs
Tariff
(Doc. 6/75);
- 
report by Mr Della Briotta on behalf of
the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment on the proposal from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a directive
on the approximation of the laws, regu-
lations and administrative provisions of
Member States relating to the classifica-
tion, packaging and labelling of pesti-
cides (Doc. 16/75);
- 
report by Mr Jahn on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment on the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the
Council for a directive on the approxima-
tion of the laws of the Member States
relating to ceramic articles intended to
come into contact with foodstuffs (limi-
tation of extractable quantities of lead
and cadmium) - (Doc. 18/75);
- 
report by Mr Nod on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment on the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to
the Council for a decision on a pro-
gramme on radioactive waste manage-
ment and storage (Doc. 23/75);
- 
report by Lady Elles on behalf of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Em-
ployment on the proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities
to the Council for a directive on equality
of treatment between men and women
workers (access to employment, to voca-
tional training, to promotion, and with
regard to working conditions) - (Doc.
241751;
- 
report by Mr Giraud on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology on the communication from
the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council'Towards a Com-
munity nuclear fuel supply policy' (Doc.
25175);
- 
report by Mr Cointat on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communi-
ties to the Council for two decisions on
the measures to be taken in the event
of oil supply difficulties (Doc. 26175);
- 
report by Mr Premoli on behalf of the
Committee on Public Health and the
Environment on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Commun-
ities to the Council for a directive on
the reduction of water pollution caused
by woodpulp mills in the Member States
@oc. 28/75);
(d) from the Commission of the European Com-
munities, the report on developments in the
social situation in the Community in 1974
(Doc. 17i75).
This document has been referred to the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment as the committee responsible and to
the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, the Committee on Public Health and
the Environment and the Com,mittee on Cul-
tural Affairs and Youth for their opinions;
(e) from Mr Cointat, Mr Coust6, Mr Duval, Mr
Gibbons, Mr Herbert, Mr Hunault, Mr Kas-
pereit, Mr Laudrin, Mr Liogier, Mr de la
Maldne, Mr Nolan, Mr Nyborg, Mr Rivierez,
Mr Terrenoire and Mr Yeats on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats, a request for a debate by urgent
procedure pursuant to Rule 14 of the Rules
of Procedure in view of the gravity of the
. situation on the wine market (Doc. 34175);
- 
from Mr Amendola, Mr Ansart, Mr Bor-
du, Mr Cipolla, Mr D'Angelosante, Mr
Fabbrini, Mrs Goutmann, Mrs Iotti, Mr
Lemoine, Mr Leonardi, Mr Marras and
Mr Sandri a request for a debate by
urgent procedure pursuant to Rule 14
of the Rules of Procedure on the situa-
tion in the wine sector (Doc. 35/75).
5. Ord,er of business
President. 
- 
The next item is the order of
business.
In accordance with the instructions given to me
by the enlarged Bureau at its meeting of 13
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March 1975, I prepared a draft agenda, which
has been distributed.
Certain changes have now been made.
The reports by Mr Gerlach on the draft accounts
of the European Parliament for the financial
year 1974, by Mr Aigner on the report of the
ECSC Auditor for the financial year 1973, by
Mr Baas on a tariff quota for cattle, by Mr
Premoli on water pollution by wood pulp mills,
by Mr Memmel on a Community contribution
towards the financing of nuclear power stations
and the oral question with debate by Mr Coust6
to the Commission on the car industry have been
taken off the agenda.
At the request of Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, the
statement on action taken by the Commission
of the European Communities on the opinions
and proposals of the European Parliament has
been taken off the agenda.
I have also received the following documents
on the situation in the wine sector:
- 
a question by Mr Della Briotta for Question
Time;
- 
an oral question with debate by Mr Vetrone
and others to the Commission,
- 
a request by Mr Cointat and others for a
debate by urgent procedure pursuant to Rule
14 of the Rules of Procedure;
- 
a similar request by Mr Amendola and others.
Following consultations with the chairmen of
the political groups, I propose that these requests
be combined into a single item which could be
placed on the agenda for Thursday at the start
of the sitting, which Mr Lardinois would attend.
To make things easier for Mr Lardinois, we
could follow that debate with the oral question
by Mr Scott-Hopkins on egg producers for which
Mr Lardinois is again the Commissioner respon-
sible.
The agenda is therefore as follows:
This aJternoon:
- 
Joint debate on
- 
the third report by Mr Fliimig on the
progress necessary in Community research
and
- 
the report by Mr Fldmig on the revision
of the multi-annual research programme.
TuesiLay, 8 April 1975
10.00 q.m. and 3.00 p.m.:
- 
supplementary report by Mr De Keersmaeker
on coordination of safeguards in connection
with mergers between soci6t6s anonymes;
- 
report by Mr Yeats on the retention of the
rights of employees in the case of mergers;
12 noon:
- 
vote on the draft amending and supplemen-
tary budget No. I for 1975 and on the motion
for a resolution contained in Mr Aigner,s
report.
I would remind you of the provisions of the
treaties concerning this vote. In order to be
adopted, draft amendments must receive the
votes of a majority of the Members of the
European Parliament, that is, at present, g2
votes, and a proposal for a decision fixing a new
rate of increase on non-compulsory expenditure
must receive a majority of the votes of the
Members of the European Parliament and three-
fifths of the votes cast.
Wednesdag, 9 April 1975
72 noon and 3.00 p.m.:
- 
Question Time;
- 
Report by Mr Radoux on the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe;
- 
Joint debate on
- 
the oral question to the Commission on
prospects for the Euro-Arab dialogue;
- 
the oral question to
same subject, and
- 
the oral question to
Foreign Ministers on
the Council on the
the Conference of
the same subject;
- 
Oral question with debate to the Council
on the tripartite conference with participa-
tion of the economic and finance ministers;
- 
Joint.debate on
- 
the oral question to the Council on co-
operation agreements and
- 
the oral question to the Commission on
cooperation agreements;
- 
Reports by Mr Nod on radioactive waste
management and storage.
Thrtrsday, 10 April 1975
10.00 a.m. and 3.00 p.m.:
- 
General debate on the situation in the wine
sector on the basis of the oral questions put
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to the Commission on this subject and follow-
ing the requests submitted for a debate by
urgent procedure;
- 
Oral question with debate to the Commission
on the economic position of egg producers in
the Community;
- 
Report by Mr Giraud on a Community nu-
clear fuel supply policy;
- 
Joint debate on
- 
the report by Mr Cointat on measures to
be taken in the event of oil supply dif-
ficulties, and
- 
the report by Mr Normanton on common
projects for hydrocarbon exploration;
- 
Report by Mr Dondelinger on the programme
of pilot schemes and studies to combat
poverty.
Friday, 11 April 1975
9.30 a.m.:
- 
Report by Mr Jahn on the approximation of
the laws relating to certain ceramic articles.
Are there any objections?
The agenda is adopted.
6. Limit on sPeaking time
President. 
- 
In accordance with the usual prac-
tice, I propose that speaking time be limited as
follows:
- 
reports:
15 minutes for the rapporteur and for one
speaker on behalf of each grouP'
10 minutes for other speakers,
5 minutes for speakers on amendments'
- 
oral questions with debate:
10 minutes for the author of the question,
5 minutes for other speakers.
Are there any objections?
That is agreed.
7. Assessrnent oJ JRC actirsittes from 1958 to
1972 
- 
Revision of the multi-annual research
and training prograflLrne
President. 
- 
The riext item is the joint debate
on the third report by Mr Gerhard Eliimig on
behalf of the Committee on Energy, Research
and Technology, on the progress necessary in
Community research: assessment of the activities
of the JRC from 1958 to 1972, and the report
by Mr Ftdmig on behalf of the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology on the com-
munication from the Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council containing new
proposals concerning the revision of the multi-
annual research and training programme of the
Joint Research Centre and new activities for the
Petten establishment (Docs. 5lll74 and 522174).
I call Mr Fldmig.
Mr Fl6mig, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, la'dies
and gentlemen this joint debate on two reports
is, to my mind, justified, since one is concerned
with the past and other with the future of the
Joint Research Centre. The history of the JRC
is, unfortunately, something of a tragedy, a
story of disappointed hopes, avoidable mistakes,
confused and aimless planning, national and
economic egoism and a research staff some of
whom, at least, have the feeling that they don't
know where they are. It is largely-not com-
pletely, but largely- a story of failures, obvious
waste of money, discontent among members of
the staff, opposition instead of cooperation
between administration, research and technical
staff. No wonder that the work is often unpro-
ductive and that there are strikes, and politi-
cians ask themselves how it was possible for
such a situation to arise.
The Joint Research Centre started off with an
ambitious plan to make the European Economic
Community independent of American supplies of
enriched uranium in the development and opera-
tion of nuclear reactors, and the idea born of
this was a technically bold one. It came to be
known as 'Orgel', an organically-cooled, heavy-
water-moderated, natural-uranium reactor. Com-
petent specialists were taken on; thanks to the
efforts of a French brains-trust, a kind of axis
research policy was worked out, and 85 per cent
of the activities of the JRC revolved about this
sxi5-1s5ss1ch on materials, reactor develop-
ment, the chemistry of organic coolants, research
into safety problems. Patents were taken out,
new ground was broken, and the world of
science looked as though spell-bound to the
Joint Research Centre at Ispra.
But the economic world lost patience. When
finally the Orgel reactor 'Essor' was completed
and ready to start work, it transpired that the
project was already out of date. Our report
briefly describes how this came about, and the
question is a legitimate one: Was the project
misconceived?
Some specialists say that if electricity-supply
undertakings in the European Community had
Sitting of Monday, Z April 19?b
Flflmig
allowed a little more time, if the reactor industry
in the EEC had shown a little more patience,
the Orgel project might have been a success
provided that there was no race against time.
And so, Mr President, in reply to my own
question whether the JRC's project was miscon-
ceived, I reply that in all probability a different
result would have been obtained if the same
resources, the same amount of brain-matter, so
to speak, had been put into the Orgel natural-
uranium project as was expended on the
development of light-water reactors. These light-
water reactors were pushed forward in parti-
cular because of their military usefulness. I
mention only the development of nuclear sub-
marines. The giant US firms General E1ectric,
which developed the boiling-water reactor, and
Westinghouse, which developed the pressurized-
water reactor, presented us with something
which might almost be called a fai,t accompli.
In the Federal Republic, industry bowed to this
situation and largely took over the light-water
reactor, developing it further. At first the French
Government advised against this, but in the
end it had no other choice: the victorious advance
of the light-water reactor affected even the
country in which the idea of the Orgel reactor
had been born, and that was the virtual end of
the Orgel project.
What was now to become of the Joint Research
Centre? Should it be wound up? That no one
wanted, if only for political reasons, for this
would have meant the collapse of one of the
three pillars on which the European Communi-
ties then rested. For technical reasons, too, this
was impossible, for the JRC was not only Orgel
and was not only Ispra: there was Petten, in
the Netherlands, where materials were being
tested; Geel, where measuring standards were
being developed; Karlsruhe, which was con-
ducting research into transuranium elements.
The only solution, therefore, was to find new
tasks for the JRC.
We parliamentarians seem to be like so many
Tibetan monks turning their prayer-wheels,
year in year out. We have continually said that
this Joint Research Centre should be given a
long-term programme; but, one year after
another, no more than emergency one-year pro-
grammes have been drawn up, and the result
of all these difficulties and lost opportunities
which I mentioned at the beginning of my speech
you will find in the first of the two reports now
before you. I shall not waste any further time
by reading out the details; anyone who is inter-
ested can read them for himself. All I will say
is that what is to be read there is anything but
encouraging.
The second of the two reports which are the
subject of this debate deals with questions of
Community research in connection with the
Commission's proposals for revising the multi-
annual research and training programme of the
JRC and new activities for the petten establish-
ment. Members of this Parliament will not have
forgotten that a year ago, in July l9?4, on the
basis of a report drawn up by myself on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, we debated Commission proposals
on precisely the same subject-namely, revision
of the multiannual research and training pro-
gramme and new activities for the Petten estab-
lishment. In the explanatory statement-the
resolution was adopted on 12 JuIy lg?rt-this
Parliament emphasized that it was absolutely
essential for Community researeh that the pet-
ten establishment should continue to exist. In
fact, however, Petten's fate proved to be quite
different: no agreement could be reached on its
future activities and, so far as the Council was
concerned, the case seemed to have been closed.
Moreover, the 1974 revision of the multiannual
programme never got beyond the proposal stage,
and that, Mr President, has to be publicy con-
demned. Once more the interests of Community
research had been ignored.
The Council has shown in quite another sphere
how decision-happy it is, if I may put it that
way, and how much or how little political
courage it has. I refer to the question of financ-
ing the multiannual programme. Since this pro-
gramme was adopted in June 1973, it has
become clear that the funds provided for its
execution are inadequate-in particular, because
of economic changes that have taken place more
rapidly than had been expected.
As a result, the Commission in July 1974 pro-
posed a revision of the budgetary estimates.
Here, too, the Council failed to make a decision,
contenting itself with dilatory measures-that
is to say, asking the Commission to submit new
proposals.
The purpose of these few remarks is merely to
indicate the background to the proposals before
us today, for it was the Council's indecision in
these various spheres that obliged the Commis-
sion to reconsider the problem as a whole, andit is the results of this re-examination of the
problem that we are now debating.
The Commission's new proposals deal with the
aspects I have mentioned, namely:
- 
a new programme for the Petten establish-
ment;
- 
a partial revision of certain objectives in the
programme, which are identical with the
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revision debated and approved by this Parlia-
ment in July 1974;
- 
the setting up of a reserve fund to meet the
increase in staff costs;
- 
entry of the necessary appropriations for the
preparation of future research programmes;
and, finally,
- 
reassessment of the financial allocations for
the various objectives of the programme.
I will spare the House those technical considera-
tions which arose in our committee from the
Commission's proposals. On the whole, I may
say that we approve of these proposals, as is
evident from the motion for a resolution now
laid before you. Mr Terrenoire, draftsman for
the opinion of the Committee on Budgets, will
tell you what comments on these proposals are
to be made from the budgetary point of view.
Before I end, howevei, I want to draw particular
attention to those problems that are connected
with the Petten establishment. Naturally, we
are glad to find that the Commission's proposals
mean that this establishment will at long last
be given a research programme. Furthermore,
in our view, the content of this programme can
also be approved.
There remains, howevef, the problem of the
staff that the Commission intends to employ for
the execution of this programme. Here, confu-
sion and obscurity are driven to extremes. Of
course, no one will deny that the neu/ programme
for Petten requires the allocation not only of
funds but also of staff; but in our view the
Commission should, if only out of respect for
Parliament's supervisory function, have clearly
indicated in its proposals what new posts and
what transfers from other research establish-
ments would be required by the proposed pro-
gramme for Petten. However, none of the docu-
ments now laid before us makes this absolutely
clear.
Mr Cointat drew attention to this situation in
the opinion of our committee on the draft gen-
eral budget for 1975, in which he pointed out
that the supernumerary staff at Petten amounted
to 52 persons, of whom 32 were being kept on
by means of appropriations intended for Ispra
and were carrying out research work'as nebu-
lous as it is imprecise', while 20 were being
paid on a book-keeping basis dreamt up by
those responsible at the Commission, which
could be 'praised only for its spirit of social
welfare'. Mr Cointat commented: 'these practices
are reprehensible. The situation is unacceptable'.
fire new proposal for a Petten programme would
undoubtedly make it possible to get out of this
uncomfortable situation. That of course has our
approval, but the solution envisaged must be
explained clearly and precisely.
Evidently ?0 people are required to carry out
the new programme. Although this is nowhere
stated in the proposals, I believe I am right in
saying that this figure of 70 may be broken
down as follows. Bearing in mind Mr Cointat's
information which I quoted just now, one may
assume that, first of all, there are the 32 per-
sons kept on by appropriations intended for
Ispra, who would be transferred to the estab-
lishment at Petten; secondly, there are the 20
paid 'on a book-keeping basis dreamt up by
those responsible at the Commission', \Mho would
also be taken onto the strength at Petten;
finally, a further 18 staff members would have
to be taken on during 1975-76 by the establish-
ment at Petten. That would give the figure of
70 additional staff members for Petten.
I have the impression, however, that the 32
persons paid by Ispra but working in Petten,
who, from the administrative point of view-as
the Commission puts it-are to be transferred
to the research establishment where in reality
they have been long since, will have to be
replaced at Ispra. I should be grateful if the
Commission would state clearly whether this
is indeed the case, since that would mean that
Ispra would retain its 32 slots and would have
to fill them by appointing new staff.
Mr President, the reason for my drawing the
House's attention to this aspects of the matter is
not any objection on my part to the employment
of new staff if this is going to benefit Com-
munity research; rather it is a desire to point
out the lack of clarity and precision in this part
of the Commiision's proposals.
I trust that these faults were not intended by
the Commission. If they had been, this would
have implied a desire to suppress all criticism
and even-to some extent, at least-evade par-
liamentary control, and that I should not like to
believe.
However that may be, I should like, on behalf
of the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, to emphasize the positive signifi-
cance of what is an attempt at an overall solu-
tion of the various problems connected with the
multiannual research and training programme.
This accords with the wishes expressed in our
committee and in the European Parliament as
a whole. As for the draft decisions, our com-
mittee considers that they are of a nature to
give a satisfactory answer to the problems that
exist. They imply the need for reorganization
and revitalization of the JRC, and, so we are
told, efforts to this end are already being made.
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The proposals can then form the point of depar-
ture for a relaunching of Community research.
I can say by way of conclusion that we now
see a glimmer of hope in what has so far been
a depressingly gloomy affair. A new manage-
ment has been appointed, and now the Council
must not be niggardly about providing the
necessary funds, including those required for
developing new programmes to supplement the
old. We therefore appeal to the Council and
Commission to act quickly and lose no time.
The research programme is already half over,
and yet no results worth mentioning have been
achieved: hence our call for rapid action.
Gentlemen of the Commission-I would address
the same remarks to the Council, but they are
not represented here today-Parliament is
willing to cooperate, but we want results without
further waste of time.
(Applause)
IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr Giraud to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.
Mr Giraud. 
- 
(F) Mr President, there is no
question of my taking up in any detail the com-
petent and erudite expos6 offered by our rap-
porteur, Mr Fldmig. I will say straight away
that the Socialist Group approves the draft sub-
mitted to us, and has asked me merely to make
a few observations.
The first is that, side by side with national
research, which must be coordinated in order
to avoid unnecessary expense and duplication
of work, there must also be Community research
institutions to deal with specific problems con-
sidered to be of common interest.
It would take too long to recount now all the
difficulties encountered by our research centres
or to decide which governments should get the
booby-prize for their treatment of these centres.
What is certain is that all these establishments
have been dominated for several years now by
an intense feeling of malaise, whether it be
Ispra-I see sitting opposite me Mr Houdet,
who, I think it was seven years ago, had the
occasion to visit Ispra at the same time as
myself, with a delegation from the French
Senate, an occasion on which we already
observed distinct symptoms of discontent among
the staff-or the establishment at Petten, which
has been the main subject of Mr Fldmig's speech.
It would be nothing short of a scandal to allow
to go to waste the investments-some of them
very considerable-that have been agreed upon
and even more, a highly qualified staff which
asks for nothing better than an opportunity to
work and which, by no fault of its own, has,
perhaps, not obtained the results that might
have been expected.
(Applause)
Obviously, a research establishment is not there
for the sake of the research workers, any more
than a teacher or professor justifies his existence
if he has no pupils; but the worst hypocrisy of
all would be to maintain research establishments
without giving them, in the form of staff and
also of funds, the wherewithal to do some useful
work.
Here we have hypocrisy and waste combined,
and the Socialist Group supports these propo-
sals because they seem to it capable of revitaliz-
ing, as Mr FlSmig has just pointed out, the
work of our research establishments, particu-
larly that at Petten. My group hopes that,
despite the time that has been largely lost, the
objectives laid down by the Commission for these
institutions will be reached and so provide ajustification for the future, a justification of
this Parliament's constant support for the idea
of Community research. This should not be
regarded as waste, or even as a luxury, but
simply as a manifestation of the Community's
vocation to grapple with the main problems
of research for the sake of the future of the
entire population of this Community.
It is in this spirit, Mr President, that the Socia-
list Group supports this motion and asks the
House to adopt it.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I caII Mr Jozeau-Marign6 to speak
on behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.
Mr Jozeau-Marign6. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the views of the Liberal Group
were to have been put forward now by Mr
Petersen, but unfortunately he is unable to be
here. Deputizing for him, I should like to say,
as briefly as Mr Giraud has 'done, that the
Liberal Group too will vote unanimously for the
motion put forward by Mr Fldmig.
Three points are noteworthy in this motion.
First of all,, there is the question of principle
mentioned at the end of his report by Mr Fldmig,
who said that, at long last, there was a gleam
of hope-those were his words, To the members
of the Commission I would say that I still
remember how depressed this House was on the
occasion of earlier debates to find that some
people insufficiently emphasized what Mr Giraud
l0 Debates of the European Parliament
Jozeau-Marign6
has just called the Community's 'vocation'. For
my part, I welcome the Commission's latest pro-
posals and wish to say to the members of the
Commission, particularly to Mr Brunner, that
the Liberal Group places great hopes in these
proposals and in the steps that the Commission
is about to take.
I say 'steps that are about to be taken' for, apart
from this general aspect, one is aware how
necessary it is to do something specific on the
basis of a medium-term or even long-term pro-
gramme and to build up a coherent structure.
An attempt has been made to indicate the ob-jectives for which this ensemble should work,
and a few moments ago our rapporteur, Mr
Fl5mig, was telling us about the work proposed
for Petten. Here, I and my colleagues in the
Liberal Group note that the Commission in its
proposals stresses the possibility of ,a research
programme-the first of its kind-in the sphere
of high-temperature materials and of another
in that of organic products, in addition to the
work already decided upon relating to standards
and reference substances. I wish to say-and
here I support our rapporteur and the point of
view of Mr Giraud-that in this connection the
Commission should tell us more precisely the
objective for which the Petten establishment is
to work.
May I also remind the Commission that, under
the present circumstances, we do not have the
feeling that the future of research into energy
has been laid down sufficiently precisely- and
that at a time when energy supplies, as we know,
are particularly difficult and we have to con-
centrate our efforts on the search for new
sources of energy. I would stress to the Commis-
sioner that, while the principle of the thing
is very laudable, the essence of the matter is
something whose importance cannot be exag-
gerated.
Our rapporteur and Mr Giraud were saying a
few moments ago that we must not indulge in
hypocrisy; but it would indeed be hypocritical
to give one's approval to matters of principle
while refusing to give it to the funds that will
be required if useful work, based on a long-
term plan, is to begin without delay. Those
engaged in this research will be working not
only for today but also for tomorrow.
In conclusion, I would say to the Commissioner
that I particularly welcome the last idea I foundin this report-oiz., the setting up of ,a group
of experts to ensure cooperation with the sectors
of industry and national research institutes
particularly concerned. In such complex and
delicate matters, we cannot emphasize too much
the importance of the 'Community's vocation';
but a Community vocation also implies the need
for proper coordination, for in this sphere it is
inconceivable that each should have to grope
on his own and so fail to reach the desired goal.
The Liberal Group, therefore, will, like the
Socialist Group, confidently vote for this motion.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Normanton to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Mr Normanton. 
- 
Mr President, I wi,sh to make
a number of points, some of which have been
made before, but since our views are held
strongly and sincerely and since, with the pas-
sage of time, we have found no reasons for
departing from them, I pray for the indulgence
of the House if I make some of those points
again.
Firstly, to place on the record of this House
our firm belief that the present institutional
structures of the Community are not appropriate,
are not of a sufficiently advanced or effective
form to deal with the control of Community
establishments such as the Joint Research Centre.
The classical example of the kind of institution
over which we have no means of providing
effective control, is the Joint Research Centre.
Secondly, I think it is appropriate to say that it
is easy for politicians to blame scientists but
the fault, if there is fault, and undoubtedly
there is, lies with the political masters and not
with the scientific servants. It is not, I suggest,
appropriate on this occasion to indulge in any
witch-hunt or to try to find scapegoats, but the
JRC was, and I think is still, the result of a
political decision, not a research or technological
decision.
The third point I make is that the JRC is a clas-
sical example of the way in which politicians
of all parties spawn institutions and, like the
cuckoo, leave them to fend for themselves or to
feed upon that endless source of supply, public
funds, without any regard to later verification
of the appropriateness of the work, the re-
levance to the time when the work is being
done, or the cost-effectiveness of these institu-
tions. A year ago matters, as we know in this
Parliament, came to a head. It was a crisis not
only of money, it was a crisis also of morale.
The Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology with Mr Springorum as chairman and
Mr Fliimig as rapporteur for this particular sub-ject, spent tens of hours considering all the pos-
sible courses which were open to the Commun-
ity and open to this Parliament to recommend.
The choices quite simply are four. Firstliy to
continue to pay, to pour good money after bad,
a method which is the easiest course for politi-
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cians and governments to follow because it
invariably keeps matters quiet. The second is
to fix a precise budget for a precise term and
say exactly how much money will be provided
and how much work is to be done. The third
is to state a term after which the institutions
of the JRC would then be closed down unless
the right results are produced.
The fourth possibility, and this is the most dif-
ficult of all and the one which I think all poli-
ticians tend to shy at, is to close down the insti-
tution immediately and bring this long history
of a waste of public funds to a rapid and
salutary end. We know perfectly well, having
read the report produced by Mr Fldmig, which
course has been adopted. The Council of Min-
isters is still shying at taking the right kind of
action for dealing courageously and firmly with
this whole question of the JRC and research by
a Community institution on behalf of the Com-
munity. The present proposals which are the
subject-matter of Mr FlSmig's report are in my
opinion a makeshift and are doing little better
than postponing the evil d'ay.
The European Conservative Group believes very
strongly indeed that Community research will
never be productive or cost-effective until some
form of institutional framework-and by that
I mean parliamentary control-is established.
And we've a long, long way to go before we
reach that stage. Until that day comes, research
on behalf of the Community should, in our
view, be in the form of funded research con-
tracts placed with any one of the vast number
of existing recognized and highly reputable
establishments which are located throughout
the length and breadth of the European Econo-
mic Community. They should be placed with
these institutions, whether they be national
institutions, whether they be industrial coope-
rative undertakings or indeed privately 6per-
ated and constituted. The choice of the institu-
tion for the funding of contracts should be based
on technical and technological expertise, not the
colour of the flag to which the institution be-
longs. By pursuing this policy over a period of
a decade or two, we shall in my opinion undoubt-
edly see the eventual de facto creation of insti-
tutions which are recognized throughout the
Community regardless of their nationality or
ownership, institutions which have an expertise
which is special, which is progressive, which is
highly valuable. And unless and until that
policy is pusued, I can see little prospect of an
end to the sad tale of a waste of public funds.
The European Conservative Group, while recog-
nizing the valuable contribution by Mr Fldmig
in presenting this report, insist that the Council
of Ministers makes an early and courageous
decision to bring to an end this nonsensical
situation. Dr Brunner is cast, as I see it, in the
role of a modern Hercules faced with the
Augean stables. May I wish Dr Brunner, and
through him the Commission, the strength and
courage to grapple with the problems facing
us. Until those problems are tackled firmly by
the Commission and the conclusions pressed
forcibly upon the Council of Ministers, I fail
to see much hope for the tax-payers of the
European Economic Community.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Nod to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Noi. 
- 
(l) Mr President, Commissioner,
ladies and gentlemen, we have dealt with this
matter several times, and therefore I wiII simply
make some additional comments, especially
since our colleague, Mr FISmig, has once more
worked very hard on this. I personally am very
grateful to him, living as I 'do in Italy near
the largest of these Research Centres, for the
care with which he has always followed their
activities. I will therefore make only a few
observations, on behalf of the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group.
In Mr Fldmig's report, I note in particular the
positive nature of the request put forward in
paragraph 20, that the Centre itself be assigned
a precise role.
The whole Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology is now convinced that the Centre
must be entrusted with specific tasks of its own.
I also agree with the rapporteur in hoping for
some further contribution from the hearings
which the committee, chaired by Mr Springo-
rum, is to hold in the coming months, consult-
ing specialists, and putting forward what we
hope will be some positive suggestions.
There is only one point on which I am not in
complete agreement with him, and that is in
paragraph 23 where he speaks of 'often inju-
dicious recruitment'. He has himself admitted
elsewhere that the main factor in the lack of
results at Ispra was the lack or research pro-
grammes, which brought activities to a standstill,
and prevented the recruitment of young people.
For six years we have been criticizing the failure
to recruit young people, and a research centre
cannot operate without a continual influx of
such people. It is between the ages of twenty
and thirty that those most gifted intellectually
make new contributions: they continue being
productive throughout their lives: but there is
no doubt that the same is true for them as is
for downhill skiers, who have to be 20-22 years
old, and no more, after which they are past
their peak: researchers too give their best when
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they are younger. It is the lack of research
programmes which is the sore point.
I also think that the rapporteur could have laid
more stress on the fact that between 1968 and
1972 the Council of Ministers adopted continual-
ly changing positions, centring attention first on
basic research, then on support to industry, then
on research organized on an industrial model
1nd, since these programmes are inherentlylong, requiring several years, each has eventu-
ally had a negative influence on public con-
fidence, because of the inconsistencies involved.
Having said this, I hope the President will per-
mit me now to make a comment which departs
a little from what has so far been said on this
subject. Mr Fldmig worked on the assumption-
which I share-that the Orgel reactor, had itgiven good results, would have been able to
safeguard Europe's supplies of natural uranium.The extreme usefulness of this objective is
demonstrated by the difficulties encountered in
the enrichment of uranium. I agree with Mr
Fliimig but I want to mention another point:
we had other means at our disposal for using
natural uranium as a nuclear fuel, that is to
say, heavy water reactors.
Let us be quite clear, f do not wish to advocate
the use of heavy water reactors, even though
they have been chosen in Britain after two years
of discussion. My one regret, Mr president, andI say this to Commissioner Brunner too-I will
explain later why I address myself to him-is
that there has never been a comparison using
methods such as systems analysis, to tell uiinitially, and with constant updating-since
these factors vary with the passage of time_
the cost of one kilowatt hour produced withlight water reactors and the cost-taking every
individual factor into account-of one Xitowait
hour produced with heavy water reactors, using
natural uranium fuel, and all this because the
means were lacking. And here I come to the
basic point which leads me to disagree at times
with the position of my colleague and friendMr Normanton, to whom I listened with inter_
est, but with whom f cannot agree today. Itis strategic decisions of this kind which form
the basis for the success or failure of the wholeprog"amme, and therefore the fault certainly
does not lie with the researchers if, due to thelack of current research programmes, they
eventually find themselves in a blind alley.
Here I would like to digress for a moment, Mr
fresidel!. The responsibilities of those takingthe decisions is enormous today, especially from
a human point of view. For example, in theforties, when I started work, a younC man was
recruited by industry, began his work and, if
he worked hard, he made progress.
Today, he can give excellent results, and work
with the best will in the world, but he is danger
of ending up in a blind alley because the
strategic decisions which determine the activity
of the body which employs him, be it an indus-
try, a European organization, or a national body,
are mistaken or inadequate strategic decisions.
For this reason, those who take such decisions
bear an eno[nous human responsibility nowa-
days.
A moment ago I addressed myself to Mr Brun-
ner, because a few months ago he held a three-
day meeting in Hanover between some Mem-
bers of Farliament and a number of expertsin long-term planning methods, those global
methods which can provide guidelines. And
therefore, in this connection, and in answer toMr Normanton, f would like to say that this
is what we lack; we lack the structures to per-
mit us to prepare decisions properly. Far be it
from me, of course, to state axiomatically that,
once we adopted such methods we *orid fird
all the answers, of course not: but at least we
would have an important additional method,
which, applied sensibly and based on a fair
examination of every individual item, wouldpermit us to reach more acceptable decisions.
I would like to mention another point. This
evening we have with us Commissioner Brun_
ner, but Mr Simonet and Mr Spinelli are also
concerned with these problems. From time totime we will be dealing with other subjects:
on Wednesday, for example, on the subject of
storage of radioactive wastes, I will attemptto return to this theme in the presence of
another Commissioner. There is no doubt thatthe Commissioners work in close cooperation,but I believe that it is in the nature o1 tt irrgr,
and it is no-one's fault if their work is not yet
sufficiently coordinated, even at executive level.\tre Members of Farliament too, being obligedto travel continually, cannot undertike thisplanning adequately.
What we must aim at, Mr Normanton, is that
all those who have to take decisi,ons together,
should improve their methods. Let this bJ clear,let no-one imagine that I think that this .will
solve all problems and make everything easier.For even in the famous book by pestel and
Mesarovic, there are things which make one's
hair stand on end, for example, when they speak
of producing all future energy with solar energy.
When the figures are exarnined, as was donein the presence of the President of the Italian
Senate only a few days ago_so I know whatI am talking about-before twelve experts from
my country, they had to conelude that eventual-ly l0lo of all dry land would have to be covered
with mirrors and each year therea-fter an area
of the world the size of the city of Milan would
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have to be covered with more mirrors. You can
realize that these are absu,rd situations, and
therefore I would be wary of taking this system
to extremes. However, I believe that these
methods too must be used.
I would like to say irr conclusion that iJ we
bear all this in mind and if Parliament can make
a contribution to drawing up the current pro-
gramme of action which the Commission,
through the three Commissi,oners I mentioned.
is proposing to the Council, we wilI escape from
the straits we have been in all these yeans. But
tret it be clear that what I have been talking
about is a question of method and not a matter
of guitrt. Besides, one cannot lay the fault at
the door of the politician when he cannot base
his deoisions on adequate ground-work and
preparation, and when he is obliged to resort to
guesswork or even the toss of a coin.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cointat to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.
Mr Cointat. 
- 
(F) Mr President, I begin by
thanking our rapporteur, Mr Fliimig, for his
extremely clear and detailed report, which is
based on his great competence in this field. We
shall vote for the motion, and I can associ.ate
myself with most of the comments that have
been made by preceding speakers.
The Joint Research Centre is now fifteen years
old, and it already has ,a troubled and eventful
past. From this stormy and often painful eareer,
it has emerged a little anaemic and prematurely
aged. As some have already pointed out, it is
not rresponsible for the long-drawn-out asphyxia,
which is due to the indecision of the Com-
munity. Everyone is agreed that Community
researsh is in need of energetic treatment, andI hope that the new research programme will
prove to be the long-awaited Fountain of Youth.
The JRC's setbacks have been numerous and
diver'se. The first, I think, was i,ts misconceived
objective: Community research was oriented on
the development of a natural-uranium reactor
along the lines of the Orgel project. Unfortu-
nately, beginning in 1967-68, a most disagreeable
develo'pment was to be observed: Euro,pean
electric power utilities had decided in favour of
the American type of reactor operating on
enriched uranium and light water. The blow
dealt the JRC was obviously a heavy one. The
lack of political will on the part of Member
States and their mistrustful attitude to Com-
munity research resulted in a chronic lack of
programmes and plans. What were research-
workers to do, however brilliant they might be,if they were ignonant of their r6le or mission
and the future remained in:definite? To these
difficulties were added the ponderousness and
disorganization of the admi,nistration and its
tendency to shy away from responsibilities,
which reduced everything to a state of complete
paralysis. The Joint Research Centre found itself
without a purpose, and a feeling of insecurity
and ,anxiety predominated. Some officials were
so upset by the discrepancy between the level
of their salaries and the, so to speak, ,walking-
on parts' they had to play that they resorted
to psychiatric treatment in the hope of finding
an answer to their problerns, while others, ap-
parently, became excellent musicians!
But let us not weep over the past. Today, there
are signs of a desire to put Community research
once more on its feet. But-and this I say wittr
all emphasis-it is the JRC's last chance; there
is no doubt whatever that it would not survive
a fr-lrther setback. The phase it is entering is
therefore a decisive one. Progress, unfortunately,
will be sLow. Let us hope that the Member States
will show patience and, above all, a very firm
political will. The first instalments placed at the
JRC's disposaL are encouraging. The former
pnactice of drawing up researoh prograrnmes
whose brevity was equalled only by their
nebulousness has now been abandoned and
given way to a proper multiannual programme
accompanied by financial measures that will put
an end to the critical situations that had become
all too familiar. Indeed, the administration did
not always know where the money was to coone
from to pay its staff for the next three months,
and only too often funds were made available
thanks only to the imaginativeness of those
keeping the books. Our rapporteur, Mr Fldmig,
referred to this a few moments ago in connec-
tion with the Petten establishment.
Finally, the creation of an atmosphere of con-
fidence and security must be accompanied by an
administrative re-organization of the Centre,
and we are glad to find that ttris is already in
progress. The European Farliament has always
been very sensitive to the problems of the JRC
and has always given it its firm and constant
support. The adoption of a new progr€rmme
crowns these hopes, but we must not allow this
programme to be carried out in isolation, since
this would force the establishment to retire
within itself, whereas, in fact, it needs constant
contact with the outside world. A considerable
part of the programme will therefore have to
be carried out by sub-contractors, carried out
outside, tihat is, and as Mr Giraud and Mr Nor-
manton pointed out just now, it is essential to
coordinate national research and to base oneself
firmly on what already exists in the Member
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States in order to create more rapidly a Euro-
pean spirit of research.
In conclusion, Mr President, it ,is my firm wish
that research policy shoutrd have a lasting suc-
cess, since a further setback would mean the
end of Community research. For research,
togetrher with energy policy, is one of the es-
sential elements of European urLion: it is one
of the conditions of our economic expansion,
and it is thenefore indispensable to achieve a
coherent policy in this field.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Leonardi to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Leonardi. 
- 
(l) Mr President, Iadies and
gentlemen, we have already discussed this matter
several times and we do not differ about the
facts of the case but about their political inter-
pretation. We believe that this Parliament has
neither in the past or today, with this report
by Mr Fldmig on the research activities and
the operation of the Joint Research Centre,
drawn all the lessons from the political failures
of the Community in its energy policy which
the Joint Research Centre was set up to achieve.
I would like to remind you that in the preamble
to the EURATOM Treaty the signatories declare
that they are'resolved to create the conditions
necessary for the development of a powerful
nuclear industry' and go on to say that they
are 'anxious to create the conditions of safety
necessary to eliminate hazards to the life and
health of the public'. Between 1958 and today
the Community's energy system has clearly
undergone a profound transformation, not only
in the development of nuclear energy, which the
Joint Research Centre was set up to deal with,
but through a massive changeover to oil which
has almost completely replaced solid fuels. It is
also weII known that, faced with this change-
over, neither individual governments nor the
Community have been able to react properly,
so that today the people have to pay the price
of a crisis which we could quite easily have
averted.
The same could be said of the safety promised
in the Treaties. After years of inactivity great
programmes are now proposed, but no action is
taken to inform the people of the consequences
of these programmes, whether good or evil, so
that in all our countries there are demonstra-
tions by those directly concerned, rightly
demanding adequate information. The Joint
Research Centre is one element in this crisis-a
crisis described by Mr Fliimig in his first docu-
ment-but far from being the cause of the crisis
it is a victim.
AII the failings in management, organization,
etc. which are always possible in any institution,
are nothing compared with the enormous burden
caused by the inability and lack of will of the
governments of our countries to give the Com-
munity an energy policy which will entrust the
Joint Research Centre with the right kind of
task, enabling it to give proof of its capabilities.
Only by realizing the logic of this can we
understand why the other major instrument of
EURATOM, the Joint Undertaking, has never
been used, and understand the true meaning of
the programmes which have been entrusted to
the Joint Research Centre since 1973. These pro-
grammes are euphemistically described as exten-
sions into the non-nuclear field, but in reality
they are programmes based on research in the
areas where there are gaps in research carried
out by private industry on a national level, and
it is for this reason that they have been extended
to the non-nuclear field. As a consequence of
abandoning the search for an autonomous base
in the nuclear field, specialization in that field
was abandoned. This radical change from inde-
pendent research to subsidiary research in areas
not covered by others, has obviously thrown
the whole organization into crisis and has led
to the need for ,a search for other solutions which
as Mr FISmig says wiII be considered later' We
are not trying to say that under the new ar-
rangements the Joint Research Centre will not
fulfil a useful function. There is plenty of room
for everyone in research, even in different fields.
The problem is to take realistic account of the
situation and not to blame output, bureaucratic
complications or other causes when the true
reasons, or at least the decisive reasons for the
failure are quite different. Moreover, further
problems will inevitably arise with the develop-
ment of research under the International Energy
Agency, to which eight of our countries are
signatories and which, within the meaning of
Article 42 of the Agreement, covers fields of
research very similar to those of the Joint
Research Centre. These is thus a deplorable
Iack of an overall view and a fragmentation of
the various parts of the programme and conse-
quently great efforts are required of the centre
and its management to give consistency to our
inherently inconsistent programme because the
decisions are in other people's hands. Hence also
the sense of frustration mentioned by Mr Flii-
mig and Mr Cointat.
We will not spend time on the revision of the
programme since it has been discussed on other
occasions and we will not repeat the criticisms
which have been made many times that staff
assigned on paper to one programme are often
used for different programmes and that the
staff complement was and is largely incomplete
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and has not been completed by new recruitment.
We will not dwell on the hydrogen production
programme-which everyone knows is inade-quate-on the fusion programme or on what
could be done on energy conservation, a field
which today has become of fundamental impor-
tance. We would like to deal simply with one
point, safety. This undoubtedly represents a
specific sector in view of the new direction
which has been given to the Centre, a sector
of multi-national interest which does not con-
cern private firms and where activities are
carried out basically with public funds. This
activity is the principal programme of the Joint
Research Centre. However, safety is not simply
a question of scientific research, it is primarily
a political matter. If it is to be dealt with pro-
perly, the publication of certain basic informa-
tion is necessary, the risks must be made clear,
public opinion must be involved in a thorough
debate on the questions of the site of power
stations, of design criteria, transport and storage
of fissile materials, the possibility of nuclear
accidents, thermal pollution, etc.
All this should lead to reasoned decisions sup-
ported by wide popular consent, a consent which
is necessary in matters which so closely involve
the health and safety of all. And yet on thispoint-which is the main feature of the researchprogramme- when we come down from pro-
grammes to facts, we see that a certain amount
of good work has been done but there is a refusalto accept any responsibility towards public
opinion. Since, however, this is precisely what
is necessary, it is clear that the work, however
well done, is of little use.
TJ, while the signatories to the EURATOM Treaty
declared that they were anxious to create condi-
tions of safety for the public, the public them-
selves are not informed, important and valuable
work may be done, but an essential step is
omitted, and one which is an intrinsic part of
the programme. Why does the Commission not
correct the results of its researches and inform
public opinion of them?
We do not feel-and here I will conclude-that
we can approve a document which includes
expressions of satisfaction for provisions which
merit it only partially and in a few cases, a
document which threatens that further failure
will result in an end to the granting of funds.
Once more the matters raised may be just, butthe objective is a mistaken one. But in an
extremely critical situation, in which the solequestion is whether the Treaties are being
respected, general criticisms, which must neces-
sarily be of a political nature, are not being
made, there is no request for the confrontation
which the Commission is obliged to make in its
agricultural policy and which we have asked
for several times for research and energy policy
in general, which is nowadays just as important
as agricultural policy. We do not believe that
we can continue in this way, in spite of theindustry shown by our colleagues, especially
Mr Fl6mig. Moreover, we have already discussed
these subjects at length in Strasbourg when we
were considering the resolution tabled by Mr
Springorum expressing attitudes and criticisms
which, although from different points of view,
we all share.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Brunner.
Mr Brunner, rnember of the Commission oJ the
European Communities. 
- 
(G) Mr president,
ladies and gentlemen, this House has often
discussed the subject of the Joint Research Cen-
tre. Your debate today has been useful, becauseit draws worldwide attention to this problem .at
a time when public opinion in Europe is begin-
ning to take the view that the difficulties of
the energy crisis and of energy supplies which
cropped up in 1973 are now resolved. I therefore
regard this debate as extremely useful. We must
not go to sleep on the job; we must now, without
delay, summon up our energies to make new
efforts to reduce our dependence on imports of
oil. We must now, without delay, try to develop
alternative sources; and here the Joint Research
Centres of the Community have an importantpart to play.
We should be ill-advised indeed to conclude that
the problem of oil supplies has been solved.
Some people in Europe are saying that there
is a superfluity of oil amounting to 1b0,000,000
tonnes. Others are saying that, if the sale price
for fuel-oil is already lower than the cost price
for crude oil, then the price of the latter can onlyfall. Why, so the arguments run, in view of
this oil glut and the falling trend of prices,
should we try to develop alternative sources,
why all this talk of independence if one takes
the long view?
I fail to be convinced by arguments of this kind.It would, I think, be very dangerous if we, as
a Community, failed to promote and coordinate
efforts in the Member States and, at the same
time, to pursue research and continue our efforts
in the Joint Research Centres.
You in this Parliament have devoted consider-
able time to diseussing the situation at theJoint Research Centres; and I ask you, ladies
and gentlemen, is there anyone here who does
not have a guilty conscience when he considers
the developments of the last few years? Let
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us be honest with ourselves! On many occasions
we have imposed our problems on the Joint
Research Centres, even though these problems
were attributable to completely different causes.
The Joint Research Centre has had to experience
directly all the fluctuitions of European policy,
and has been made responsible for things which
were not its fault.
These Centres must be given a lasting perspec-
tive and their staffs an opportunity to work
for tomorrow. They must be given the prospect
of winning recognition whenever they achieve
something and not of seeing a successful pro-
gramme brought to a halt because of national
egoisms. This is the plain truth so far as the
Joint Research Centres are concerned. They have
suffered because of the lack of a consistent
European policy. I do not say that we have had
no problems, and this is made perfectly clear
by Mr Fliimig's report. We have indeed had
problems-problems of organization, labour con-
flicts. Such problems occur everywhere people
work together.
We should have easily overcome these difficul-
ties if we had had this continuity and this
perspective. I therefore welcome this Parlia-
ment's call to us in the Commission and the
Council to concentrate on giving these research
establishments in the future, by means of a
revised programme, the perspective we owe
these people.
I am very grateful to you for your persistence
in throwing light on the essential problems.
These, to my mind, are: abandonment of a one-
sided orientation on nuclear research; the open-
in! up of new research programmes holding out
promise for the future; improving the program-
mes; raising the funds allocated to the Joint
Research Centre; and a stricter organization.
It is our duty to acknowledge that good work
has been done in all four research establish-
ments, work that has won the recognition of
experts. This applies to the Central Bureau for
Nuclear Measurements at Geel, to the European
Institute for Transuranium Elements at Karls-
ruhe and to the High-Flux Reactor at Petten.
As for Ispra, I should like to say that we have
been recognized by the NASA as principle in-
vestigator in the field of mineral sources of raw
materials. And that means something! To this,
I would add that the International Atomic
Energy Agency has shown its recognition of
hydrogen research at Ispra by putting this estab-
Iishment in charge of a project in this field.
I feel that Ispra, of aII these institutions, should
not be forgotten when it comes to paying recog-
nition. In view of all the difficulties this estab-
Iishment has experienced, it is our especial duty
to pay it recognition where such recognition
is due.
We are now engaged in working out a pro-
gramme on alternative sources of energy. We
should not, however, allow this to distract us
from work in the classical fields wherever
something can be achieved by the JRC. This
includes lhe programmes on reactor safety-Mr
Leonardi drew attention to the need for this in
his speech-and on storage of radioactive waste'
These are the subjects on which we should con-
centrate: in my opinion, the Joint Research
Centre can here do work which could not be
done in the same way or with the same efficiency
at the national level. But I also said that we
should devote our attention to new programmes.
These would include hydrogen as a source of
energy and the exploitation of solar energy.
In the new research programme which has now
been laid before the Council of Ministers and
which, I hope-and we should all attach parti-
cular importance to this-will be approved
without delay, we have set forth the matter in
detail. Among the non-nuclear research fields,
I should like in addition to mention protection
of the environment, in particular air pollution
by noxious chemical substances, and remote
sensing of the earth's resources.
These are aII things that can be dealt with by
the joint research establishments. We have made
a number of specific proposals in the multian-
nual research programme of 1973. We have pro-
posed individual research programmes to con-
solidate what is already going on without ne-
cessitating any change in the overall staff and
financial framework, and we have further pro-
posed measures to compensate for inflationary
developments. These proposed modifications
include a further point-namely, the research
establishment at Petten. On this subject you
have put a number of questions,,and I shall now
try to answer them.
Firstly, in Petten we are working on high-
temperature materials. Under severe conditions
entailing the use of reactor heat, tests are made
to see how these materials can be used for a
number of industrial processes. Precisely at the
present moment this work is of particular im-
portance, for this kind of research, this testing
of materials at temperatures of 800-1 000 oC or
more, is of decisive importance for all spheres
of activity today connected with energy research,
such as the gasification or liquefaction of coal,
the exploitation of hydrogen as a source of ener-
gy, the direct reduction of minerals or methanol
and ammonia synthesis. In my view, therefore,
the work already being done in the Joint
Research Centres will be supplemented in a
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meaningful way if we allocate these new activi-
ties to Petten.
Secondly, we are allocating to Petten work in
the field of standards and reference materials,
and this programme is designed to help solve
problems of identification and measurement in
the field of organic substances. We need the
results of such research if we are to overcome
the technical obstructions which still exist in
trade among the Member States. I am glad that
Mr Jozeau-Marign6 raised questions on these
points; they had already been raised by Mr
Fldmig, and I think that as a result our pro-
posals as a whole have been made clearer.
I should like to take this opportunity of saying
to you that the departments of the Commission
that are engaged on the next multiannual pro-
gramme are endeavouring to develop new focal
points for the concentration of effort. Energy
research and environmental protection will, of
course, be retained, but we do not want the work
of this research establishment to remain isolated.
We want this work to be coordinated with other
work, we want the indirect actions--that ig the
encouragement by the Community of national
research-to proceed further, and we want to
see the contacts with the outside world, of which
Mr Cointat has spoken, intensified in order that
we do not remain an island in the world of
research. We cannot afford to carry on research
here all on our own in an ivory tower without
any connection with either the economic situa-
tion or the general research situation in the
world.
I am aware that the finest programmes are of
no avail if the structure, the organization of
the research establishments concerned is poor.
I know that we have had problems here-far beit from us to conceal them-but we are
endeavouring to provide fresh impulses, which
are the essential condition for work that is to be
both objective and uninterrupted. We have
transferred to Brussels the office of a director-
general responsible for programming, for overall
supervision of the Centres. At the same time, we
have transferred to the directors of the four
research establishments the power of making
practical decisions, which is the essential thing
for activities on the spot.
By doing so, we have achieved a new degree of
flexibility, and I believe we have also made some
useful gains for coordinating not only program-
mes within the Community but also the Com-
munity's programmes with those of other insti-
tutions.
We are also engaged in an attempt to improve
the situation with regard to social problems
which had arisen particularly at Ispra. This
debate should not be allowed to end without our
devoting a few words to this aspect, because it
is one that cannot be ignored and because here
too the responsibility has often been shifted onto
the Joint Research Centres, in particular that at
Ispra. In fact, we have for years neglected to
devote to this aspect the attention it deserved.
In this connection I am bound by my word to
the staffs of the Joint Research Centre, and I
intend to keep my word.
In my opinion, we must ensure that, now the
problem of the so-called appaltati-i.e., staff
seconded to Ispra 
-has been solved, the Councilof Ministers should now also tackle the problem
of the other so-called, d,iscriminati. In the sum-
mer of 1974, the Council of Ministers granted a
premium to the local staff at Ispra. Together
with the energy research programme submitted
to the Council of Ministers, it is our duty and
also our intention to solve these problems too, so
that Ispra will be enabled to fulfil its tasks with
fresh enthusiasm on the basis of a freshly
revised programme. I am convinced that what-
ever confidence you place in Ispra will be fullyjustified.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Fl6mig.
Mr Fliimig, rapporteur. 
- 
(C) Mr President, at
the end of this joint debate I should first of alllike to thank all who have spoken and have
subjected the two reports to a critical appraisal.
Then I should like to make a few observations
on what has been said in the debate.
I shall begin with Mr Brunner's contribution.
From what he said, it is clear that the Com-
mission, under the present circumstances, has
understood the need for intensified energy
research and the need to promote this research.
To the Commissioner I would say that this is of
particular interest to us, because it seemed to
us that in the document on which our report
was based this very aspect could have done with
a little more emphasis. From what the Com-
missioner has said, however, we see that the
task has been realized. Mr'Brunner is right when
he says that the Joint Research Centre cannot
be made responsible for things that are not its
fault. We are glad to hear him say this, even
though, because of the shortage of time, he could
only hint at it; and since in many cases it is
the Council that has the last word, I should
like to add: 'Say it to the Council too, Mr Com-
missioner!'
What the Commissioner had to say on the pro-
motion of high-temperature materials was par-
ticularly welcome, for this is not the only new
development that has been mentioned. Much
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still remains to be done in the development of
high-temperature reactors. We appreciate that
when one gets into the region of 8500 or 9000,
when problems of district-heating and all the
other things come together, there is still a great
deal to be done, to say nothing of fast breeder
reactors. The Commissioner has indicated where
the stress should be laid--energy research,
environmental protection-and also mentioned
the 'indirect actions'. That is all very well; but
he will admit that today we have, of course,
been dealing specifically with the Joint Research
Centre.
Here Mr Brunner referred specifically to discon-
tent among the staff. I should like-and I think
I say this on behalf of the entire committee and,
indeed, of the Parliament as a whole-to thank
him for drawing especial attention to social
problems. Staff problems are also our problems,
for here-the word 'waste' has already been
mentioned-a great deal of goodwill and idea-
lism has been wasted. Now that he is tackling
the social aspects and putting them in the fore-
ground, we wish him much success in the Coun-
cil of Ministers.
A few brief remarks, Mr President, on what
other speakers had to say. Among other things,
Mr Leonardi drew attention to the need for
keeping the public better informed. I think he
is right, because if things go on as they have
done until now, then we might just as well
abandon all ideas of building nuclear power
stations in the European Community. Then all
energy programmes will be out of date, and we
shall not achieve what we have set out jointly
to do. But, of course, making the public appre-
ciate the need for nuclear reactors, for example,
and all the problems that are connected with
this is not only a task for the Community but
also, and to a much greater extent, a national
and regional task.
Mr Normanton spoke of waste. I have just
drawn attention to this problem, and he will, of
course, agree that that is naturally not the fault
of research-workers or technicians. Essentially,
the fault lies-we may as well say so quite
frankly-with the governments, which have not
been able to reach agreement. Whenever
anything held out promise, they wanted to do
it themselves, and only when it was unecono-
mical or offered little hope of success did they
leave it to the Joint Research Centre. The JRC-
this is how we would put it in Germany-was
given the role of a Cinderella. But we must put
an end to this. There are tasks in European
research which cry out for a joint solution: let
us, therefore, give the JRC a proper chance!
Mr Nod referred to a point in my report in which
I dealt with the inadequate mobility of staff
arising from the fact that we have given this
staff the status of permanent civil servants. I
think, Mr Nod, that you agree with me that
there are better ways of dealing with the situa-
tion than giving researchers this status, since
this has the result of tying a man down to a
particular place; I will not say that he becomes
lazy, but at all events less mobile than the
research-worker who is free to move from onejob to another, to develop further his own edu-
cation and experience. I should like to emphasize
to Mr Nod that the paragraph to which he refer-
red was not intended to imply any criticism of
staff.
A moment ago I spoke of disappointed idealism,
and it is my conviction that what research-
workers and technicians in the Joint Research
Centre want above all is a definite task and
definite terms of reference, in order that they
may feel that they know what they are being
paid for and what the purpose of their efforts
is.
Finally, a comment on what was said by Mr
Cointat. He said that this was now our last
chance, and here I should like to agree with him.
We struck the same note at the end of our report
by speaking of a last chance.
Gentlemen of the Commission, you are aware
that the relevant committee in this Parliament,
the Committee on Energy, Research and Techno-
logy, has asked for experts to help it in drawing
up a report on the situation. Many impressive,
though sometimes somewhat obscure, program-
mes have been laid before us, including some
volumes of imposing dimensions. They contained
points that were already out of date before they
could be considered. They contained points
which had no hope of producing realistic results.
They also contained points that were very
promising and of which one can only say that
one hopes to see them fihally realized.
But what we want, and what this House has a
right to, is that the situation should at long last
be clarified. lilirho is doing what? What is the
purpose of what he is doing? Where have some
initial results been obtained? What does it cost?
How long will it take? How many staff will be
required? We are tired of groping around in the
dark. We want to know what is going on and
whether there is any point in continuing to giveit political support.
And so I should like to say in conclusion: it looks
as though the great majority of this House gives
these two reports its approval; we hope that this
will open up the way for what Mr Cointat has
called our last chance; and we hope that this
last chance will not be ignored.
(Applause)
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President. 
- 
Does anyone else wish to speak? 
- 
Supplementary report by Mr De KeersmaekerI suggest we combine the vote on the two on the coordination of safeguards in con-
motions for resolutions. nection with mergers;
Are there any objections? 
- 
Report by Mr Yeats on the retention of the
That is agreed. rights of employees in the event of mergers;
I put the two motions for resolutions to the vote. 12 noon:
The two resolutions are adopted. 1
- 
Vote on the draft amending and supplemen-Thank you Mr Brunner' tary budget No 1 of the corimunities for 1g?5
and on the motion for a resolution contained
8. Agend.a Jor next sitting in Mr Aigner's report'
The sitting is closed.
President. 
- 
The next sitting will be held to-
morrow, Tuesday, at 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. with the
following agenda: (The sitting was closed at 6.1s pn.)
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Tirne limit for tabling antendtnents ..
Third Directioe on the coord.ination
of safeguard"s requlred in. connectlon
with rnergers betuseen soci6t4s anonA'
fiLes 
- 
Debate on a suPPlernentarA
report drausn up bg Mr De Keetsmae-
ker on behalJ of the Legal Atfoits
Committee (Doc. 51317 4):
Mr De Keersmaeker, raqporteur ....
Mr Brugger, onbehalt of the Chtistian'
D emocr atic Gr oup ; Mr Lautenschlag er,
on behalf of the Sociolist Group; Lad'g
Elles, on behalJ of the European Con-
seroatiae Group; Mr Dutsal, on behalt
of the Group o! European Progressioe
Democrats; Mr Marras, on behalf of
the Communist and Allies GrouPi Mr
Knud, Thomsen; Mr Gunilelach, Mern-
ber of the Commission oJ the European
Communities; Mr Alfred Bertrand,;
Mr Gundeloch . ..
Order of business.'
Mr Durieut; Mr Aigner; Mr Radour;
Mr Scott-Hopkins; Mr Aigner
Draft amend,ing and, supplenqltary
bud,get No I of the European Corn-
munities tor 1975 (Doc. 530/74) (oote):
Dratt amendment No 2 to Article 800:
Mr Aigner, rappofieur
Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the
Commisnon o! the European Com-
munities; Mr Aigner
Draft amendment trIo I to Article 980:
Mr Aigner
Proposal for a decision liring a neu)
rate of increase:
Mr Aigner
Adoption of the proposal for a d,ecision
Adoption of the resolution contained
in the report by Mr Aigner (Doc.
5s3174)
Third Directioe on the coordination oJ
safeguards rcquired in connection with
rnetgers betueen soci|t4s anqnAtnes
(Doc. 51 3 I 7 4) (resumption) :
Mr Adams; Mr Gund.elach, Member of
the Commission of the European Com-
munities
Consideration of the omend.ments
tabled to the proposal Jor a d.irectioe:
Amendments to Article 6:
Mr Alfred Bertrand,; Mr Broeksz; Mr
Marras; Lady Elles; Mr Yeats; Mr
Alfred. Bertrand; Mr Broeksz; Mr
Gundelach
Mr De Keersmneker, rapporteur ....
Mr Bermnni; Mr Broeksz; Mr Yeats;
Mr Broeksz; Mr De Keersntaeker; Mr
Broeksz; Mr De Keersmaeker; Mr
Yeats; Mr Broeksz; Mr ALJreil Ber-
trand; Mr Broeksz; Mr Yeats
Proceilural ntotion; Mr Scott-Hoplcins
Ad,option of the resolution
Directioe on the retention of the rights
of employees in the case ol rnergers 
-Debate on a report d.rautn up bg Mr
Yeats on behalf of the Conmittee on
Sociol AtJairs ond Employment (Doc.
385l74lreo.):
Mr Yeats, rapporteur
Mr Pdtre, on behal! of the Christian-
Democratic Group; Mr Ad.arns, on
behalJ oJ the Socioli"st Group; Mr Pre-
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moli, on behalf of the Liberal and
Allies Group; Ladg Elles, on behalJ of
the European Conseroatioe Group; Mr
Dut:al, on behalt of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressioe Democrats; Mr Mar-
ras, on behalf of the Comrnunist and
Allies Group; Mr Berrnani; Mr Hillery,
Vice-President oJ the Commission ot
the European Cornrnunities; Mr Yeats;
Mr Hillery
Consideration of the amendrnents
tabled to the proposal tor a di.rectiue:
Arnend,m,ent to Article 3:
Lady Elles; Mr Yeats
Amenihnents to Article 4:
Mr Marras; Mr Yeats; Mr Marras; Mr
Yeats
Amsnilrnqnt to Article 5:
Mr Morras; Mr Yeats
Anr,enihnent to Article 6:
Mr Marras; Mr Yeats
IN THE CHAIR: MR BORDU
Vice-Presiilent
(The sitting uas opened at l?.Bi a.m.)
President. 
- 
The sitting is open.
l. Approual oJ the tninutes
President. 
- 
The minutes of proceedings of
yesterday's sitting have been distributed.
Are there any eomments?
The minutes of proceedings are approved.
2. Apologies
President. 
- 
Apologies for absence have been
received from Mrs Orth and Mr Calewa,ert, who
regret their inability to attend this part-session.
3. Documents receioecl
President. 
- 
I have received from Mr Lenihan,
Mr Gibbons, Mr Klepsch, L4rd O'Hagan, Lord
Reay, Mr Della Briotta, Mr Premoli, Mr Esper-
seer, Mr Hdrzschel, Mr Nod, Mr Normanton, Mr
Durieux, Mr Coust6, Mr Howell, Mr Friih, Mr
Amendment to Article 7:
Mr Marras; Mr Yeats
Amendrnents to Article 8:
Mr Marras; Mr Yeats; Mr Alfred Ber-
trand
Erplanation of uote:
Mr Broeksz
62
63
'64
51
60
Mr De Keersmaeker; Mr Yeats; Mr De
Keersmaeker; Mr Yeats . 64
Erplanation of uote:
Scott-Hopkins, Mr Corrie and IVIr Kavanagh oral
questions pursuant to Rule 47 A of the Rules of
Procedure for Question Time on 9 April lg?5(Doc. 29/75).
4. Tim,e limit lor tabling amend,ments
President. 
- 
I propose that we should set the
time limit for tabling amendments to the reports
by Mr De Keersmaeker and Mr Yeats at 11
o'clock this morning.
Are there any objections?
That is agreed.
5. Thiril Directiue on the coord,ination
of sateguards requireil in conneetion uith
tnergers betueen soci6t6s anongrnes
President. 
- 
The next item is the debate on the
supplementary re,port drawn up by Mr De
Keersmaeker on behalf of the Legal Affairs
Committee on the amended proposal frpm the
Commission of the European Commwrities to
the Council for a third directive on the coordina-
tion of safeguards which, for the protection of
mernbers and others, are required by Member
States of companies withi,n the meaning of the
second paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty
Mr Adams
Mr Alfreil Bertrand; Mr De Keersrnae-
ker; Mr Broeksz; Mr Yeats; Mr Mar
ras; Mr Yeats; Mr Broeksz
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Ad,opti,on of the resolution
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President
in connection with mergers between soci6t6s
anonymes (Doc. 513/74).
I call Mr De Keersmaeker, who has asked to
present his report.
Mr De Keersmaeker, rapporte (NL) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like
first of all to apologize on behalf of the Chair-
man of the Legal Affairs Committee, Mr Derek
Wa1ker-Smith, who is unable to be here to'day
since he has to take part in a vote in the House
of Commons on British membership of the Euro-
pean Community.
Today we are debating the amended proposal
from the Commission of the European Com-
munities to the Council for a third directive
on the coordination of safeguards which, for the
protection of the interests of members and
others, are required by Momber States of corn-
panies or firms within the meaning of the second
paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty in con-
nection with mergers beetwer soci6tds qnonA-
?rles, pursuant to Article 54 of the Treaty. It is
not necessary to go into all the details of this
proposal again. This has been done adequately
in previous plenary part-sessions, when we
reached agreement on most parts of this pro-
posal. I shall therefore only discuss those items
on which substantial disagreement remained. In
addition I shall briefly survey the history of
this proposal in the plenary part-session and in
the meetings of the committee responsible, i.e.
the Legal Affairs Committee, and the Cornmittee
on Social Affairs and Employment, which was
a"sked for its opinion.
This proposal was submitted by the Commis-
sion, and Parliament gave its opi.nion on it fol-
lowing a debate on 16 November 1972. The Com-
mission subsequently submitted €ul amended
proposal which aimed to 'adapt the directive to
take account of the ,accession of the three new
Member States, and to the provisions relating
to European limited liablity companies. This
amended proposal was the subject of an opinion
from the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, and a report from the Legal Af-
fairs Committee.
The debate in both cornmittees centred mainly
on Article 6 of this directive. The Social Affairs
Committee introduced the concept of the 'social
plan' and stated that if no agreement could be
reached on this social plan it should be pos-
sible to invite the mediation-please note, the
medi,ation-of the national governmetrts. Having
heard the opinion of the Soci,al Affairs Com-
mittee, the Legal Affairs Committee finalized its
text, drawing very far-reaching conclusions. It
even made the merger, on which the manage-
ment organs have finally to decide, condit'ional
on the corntent and deadline, following this
mediation. This opiaion of the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment and the Legal
Affairs Committee, particularly of the latter,
was debated in Parliament on 1? October 1973.
The rapporteur at that time was Mr H6ger' It
became clear that there were serious differences
of opinion in Parliament on this important mat-
ter.
It was therefore referred back to these two
committees, which were asked to find the solu-
tion. Some Members felt that if no agreement
was reached with the assistance of the govern-
ment a decision following negotiations on the
social plan should be a precondition of the deci-
sion on the merger itself, for which, as I have
said, the management organs of the limited
companies are responsible. In other words, there
should be a type of 'conditional veto'. Others
felt that it was not permissible to make the
agreement on the so-called 'social plan' a con-
dition of the implemen,ta,tion of the merger by
a decision of these management organs. The
Social Affairs Committee and the Legal Affairs
Committee examined thi,s question and came up
with a proposal to replace the system of fol-
lowing or completing the negotiations by a
government mediation procedure by a system in
which the negotiations are followed, in the event
of non-agreement, by a final arbitrati,on proce-
dure binding on both parties. Let me remind you
of the structure of this decision-making process.
I consider it very important to understand the
technical aspects in order to be able to jurdge
this proposal on its merits and evaluate its
details. The procedure comprises four stages:
first, the management organs are required to
produce a report on all the likely consequences
for the employees of a possible merger. This is
followed by publication of this report within
two mo,nths. This is in turn followed by a debate
on the basis of this report. It is quite possible
that this debate yields a complete consensus on
the entire problem, that is on all the legal, social
and economic consequences of the merger over
a period of at least two years, and on all the
measures to be taken in respect of the employees.
However, if the parties do not reach agreement
-and this is important-the employees or theirrepresentatives, and no-one else, m'ay decide that
the measures proposed are unacceptable to them'
If this happens, there must be new negotiations
-the management organs are obiiged to openthese discussions before they can decide to go
ahead with the merger. This is a point of vital
importance. It means ttrat trtris negotiating phase
results from a decision by the employees and
the employees alone. They, and no,t the uranage-
ment, can insist on negotiations on the soci,al
plan. And if these negotiations do not lead to
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agreement within two months, an arbitration
body can solve the problem, at the request of
either party, by making a final and binding
decision. These are the general outlines of the
procedure: the report, publication, obligatory
debate on the report and the measures proposed
in it, and finally possible non-acceptance by the
employees. In that case, as I have shown, further
discussions between the employees' representa-
tives and the managemerts become necessary,
and if there is no agreement after two months
an arbitration body may be invited to take a
decision binding on the parties. That is the
overall shape of the procedure.
What now were the major points of dispute
considered by the Legal Affairs Committee in
its efforts to reach a decisio,n? First, as I have
already pointed out, there was the problem of
whether the judgment of the arbitration body
should be considered as a co,nditional veto-that
is as a postponement for a given period of the
decision on the merger as such.
The Legal Affairs Committee came to the con-
clusion that there were two parallel processes
of decision-making here. In the first case the
management organs are respo,nsible for deciding
on the merger as such. In addition, it is neces-
sary to resolve differences of opinion on the
measures contained in the soci,al plan to which
I have referred. The committee felt that these
were two different things, which although con-
temporaneous were the responsibility of dif-
ferent bodies.
It is worth remembering that on 11 July 19?4
the European Parliament adopted a similar at-
titude when deciding on the powers of the works
councils in the context of the European com-
pany.
I should like to quote briefly from the text of
a decision taken at that time u'hich accorded
in spirit with the proposal on the social plan
put forward today by the Legal Affai,rs Com-
mittee. In Article 123 of the Parliament's pro-
posal for a stattrte for the European limited
liability company we read the following: 'Deci-
sions concerning i) the establishment of a social
plan in the event of closure following liquida-
tion or for other reasons, or transfer of the
undertaking or parts thereof may be made by
the Boand...' that is, by the management organs
of the limited company, '... only after obtaining
the agreement of the European Works Council.'
This is a similar, or at least comparable, situa-
tion to that in which the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee made an entirely ,different proposal. It
said that the managemerrt board could aot take
the relevant decision unless it had the agree-
ment of the European Works Council. It was the
European Parliameirt which obtained a different
formulation, entirely in line with the present
thinking of the Legal Affairs Committee.
While we agree-and this is also my personal
view-that the employees must be involved in
the decision whether or not to merge, I con-
sider that this problem should be discussed in
the context of our debates on the structure and
composition of the management organs of the
limited liability company.
We were faced with this problem on 11 July
1974 when we debated and reached agreement
on the composition of the management organs
of the limited company. Admittedly we were
then talking about a European company, while
the present discussion concerns national limited
Iiability companies. But our debates reflected
the views of the European Parliament with
respect to the participation of the employees in
the taking of decisions, not only as regards the
metrsures included in the social plan as such,
but also with respect to all the consequences
of the merger.
I feel however, that we must debate these prob-
lems-as I said already, this was done during
our debates on the Statute for European limited
companies-when we come to considering the
compositio,n of the company organs in general
and its management organs in particular. The
important thing here is that the interests of the
workens should be efficiently and genuinely
protected. The Legal Affairs Committee believes
that a conditional veto adds nothing to this
protection since, if no agreernent is reached, the
arbitration body must ,deliver its judgment in
accordance with the arbitration procedures laid
down in the civil codes of the various countries.
This judgment is binding, even retroactively, if
the management organs-and this is very
important-should decide meanwhile to proceed
with the merger for other reasons which will
very often also be in the interests of the
employees.
A decision to merge oan, after all, be taken to
safeguard the continued existence of a company
or group of companies, and it i,s clear that the
problern of employment is directly involved.
Experience shows that in the oase of a take-over
bid, for instance, the management organs often
find themselves in a competitive situation which
requires them to react very rapidly. Nonetheless,
there can be no doubt that in the event of a
merger the rights and certainly the acquired
rig[ts of the employees must be safeguarded,
and meazures should be taken to ensure this.
If the employees or their rerpresentatives feel
that these measures are unsatisfactory, negotia-
tions will certainly be'necessary, and if no agree-
ment is reached the arbitration body will have
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to take a final and binding decision. This, in
brief, was the view of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee with respect to the relationship between
the merger decision a,nd the procss of reaching
agreement via arbitration, at least in the final
stage, o41 the social plan.
A second problem which arose was the imple-
mentation of the decision following the arbitra-
tion procedure.
It goes without saying that unless the taking of
a decision is made obligatory and its implemen-
tation guaranteed there are absolutely no safe-
guards for the employees'interests. There must
be a provision guaranteeing both the decision-
taking procedure and the carrying out of the
decision.
An arbitration body must by its very nature
function automatically, naturally in accordance
with its characteristic features, and any decision
it takes must be binding on the parties sub-
mitting themselves to it. This is self-evident,
but if one accepts this one must also accept the
consequences and ensure that the guarantee is
watertight. The text of Articles 2 and 15 of the
directive indicate that the merging company is
the full legal successor of the amalgamate'd
company. But what does one do if following
the merger the amalgamated company should
refuse to accept the decision of the arbitration
body? It is clear that the party which feel,s itself
injured by the non-implementation by the
management orgaas of the measures contai,ned
in the arbitration body's decision can appeal to
the courts for an executive order to have the
arbitration body's decision carried out.
The legal aspects of the proposal constitute an
equally important problem. It is not'of course
the purpose, of this proposal, which is after all
a directive, to regulate the extremely aom-
plicated civil law procedures. Its aim is to co-
ordinate the safeguards and set the guidelines
on which the safeguards can be effectively and
efficiently based. The Legal Affairs Committee
could have proposed amendmerrts to the arbitra-
tion procedures in the various Member Statm,
all of which differ. But we all know that the
legal institutions in the various Member States
vary enornously owing to their entirely differ-
ent historical development, dating baok over
many centuries. It is thus virtually impossible
and politically almost certainly not feasible to
develop a completely worked-out alternative
which will satisfy the aims I have indicated,
namely the coordination of the safeguards-at
least one which would be acceptable to all the
Member States. The Legal Affairs Committee
and the Commission came to the conclu.sion that
only the most essential adjustments shoutrd be
indicated, and that the instructions for organiz-
ing the arbitration procedure should be limited
to two major aspects. These are firstly the
composition of the judicial tribunal, since this
is of vital importance for the impartiality of the
decision, and secondly the appoi'ntments of the
arbitrators, since it has been found that the
legal codes of certain Member States lay down
that the lack of such instructions means that
no decision can be taken. We only demand a
system in which the arbitration body can reach
a binding decision, that is one binding on both
parties.
The question of whether a time limit should
be set was also considered at length by ttre Legal
Affairs Committee. A large nurnber of proposals
were made. It was finatly accepted that it is
politically impossible to propose an alternative
code of legal procedure for the arbitration body,
at least in a directive. It was therefore un-
necessary to set a time li,rnit; the committee con-
sidered that this might even be dangerous. It
may well be possible to set a lirnit in one coun-
try, but there are countries, such as Belgiurn,
where the failure to respect a deadline of ttris
nature generally results in a legal vacuum. This
is extremely important, and that is why we have
tri,ed to eliminate this possibility. Our airn must
be to ensure maxirnum certainty as to the law
and to safeguard the workers' interests. I said
that it was not just unnecessary but dangerous
to set a deadline. If we do this we run the risk
of achieving exactly the opposite of what we
want and creating more uncertainty than before.
That is why we felt that it was not only pointless
to set a time li,mit, but also dangerous.
I should like to conclude with a few remarks
on a proposal which we discussed within the
Legal Affairs Co,rnmittee, namely the idea of a
reconciliation period. The final paragraph of
Article 6, however, leaves open all the possible
routes to agreement available in the national
legislation, including the reconciliation proce-
dure, though this is not stated in so many words.
For this reason we did not consider it neces-
sary to refer to it.
There were also many questions about the reten-
tion of the right to strike. As regards the general
principle it is clear that the right to strike is
not affected in any way. There may be countries
in which this righ;t falls into abeyance iluring
the period of arbitration. In any oase we must
not forget that the employees have already the
right to demand negstiati,oqm. Nonetheless they
can also decide to strike in support of their
rights, if they so wish.
We also reached.agreement on a number of very
useful textual amendments proposed by Mr
Broeksz, which need not detain us here. And I
should add that the delegation from the Com-
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mittee on Social Affairs and Employment, which
took part in the discussions on the difficult
points in the Legal Affairs Ccvmmittee, was able
to give its approval to this committee's final
opinion.
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, I consider
that this proposal offers a feasible solu'ti,'on
which will ,also provide real protection, via the
social plan, for the interests of the employees.
If agreement is reached, well and good, and if
no agreement is reached we have an arbitration
procedure which offers a complete safeguard
for the employees' interests'
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Brugger to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Brugger. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should like first to express my
gratitude to the rapporteur for his very detailed
report, and in particular for the many discus-
sions which he held with the various groups
in Parliament while drafting his report.
As has already been stated, there is a long story
behind this third draft directive for the protec-
tion of members and others in the case of mer-
gers of limited companies. Our discussions have
centred mainly on the safeguarding of employees'
rights.
However, let us consider for a moment the way
in which these discussions have progressed. The
Commission issued the proposal for this directive
on 4 January 1973, and the preamble to this
proposal of January 1973 is an interesting one.
It contains a significant sentence in which the
members and others to be protected are defined.
In this definition employees are not mentioned
at all among these 'others', and are only dealt
with in a very brief paragraph. Likewise it is
impossible for the employees of merging com-
panies to be informed of the effects on them of
mergers or for their opinions to be heard.
The purpose of this draft directive is to enable
employees to obtain information and make their
views known. Employees' representation in these
companies has been discussed at length in Par-
liament and in its committees, and many deci-
sions benefiting the employees have been
reached.
The advantages and benefits which employees
have gained as a result of our discussions and
which have been enshrined in real laws stem
not only from the discussions and work of the
socialist and left-wing parties, but also from
the considerable efforts of the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group and the European Conservative
Group. Everyone has helped in improving the
lot of the employees of these companies.
And now to the matter in hand. The rapporteur
has given us a precise account of the central
topics of the discussion, and on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group I should like to
table an amendment to the Commission's text,
for the purpose of imposing a limit on the period
within which the arbitration board must reach
a decision. The arbitration board should not be
allowed to protract its discussion indefinitely
but should reach a decision within a fixed
period.
In order to explain why the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group wishes to impose this time limit,
I should like very briefly to return to the
question of the time limit provided for in Article
6 for the approval of the 'social plan'. This
Article stipulates that a social plan has to be
drawn up in the case of mergers and that the
employees' representatives may inspect this plan
two months before the General Meeting to
discuss the merger, and that they must discuss
it with the management organs.
The General Meeting cannot take place until
these discussions have been completed. If, how-
ever, during the initial discussions between the
employees' representatives and the management
organs, the employee's representatives decide
that the social plan prejudices the interests of
employees, the stage which has been the main
source of disagreement in our discussions begins.
This text, which was worked out in long and
tiring discussions, in any case establishes the
following point: the negotiations between the
management organs and employees' representa-
tives begin as soon as the employees' represen-
tatives decide that their interests are being
jeopardized. These negotiations are subject to a
two-months time limit. If no agreement has
been reached by the end of this period, the
company may decide at a General Meeting to
go ahead with the merger. The employees, on
the other hand, may initiate an arbitration pro-
cedure to bring about a decision on the social
plan.
We then have a situation whereby the merger
proceeds independently of the arbitration pro-
cedure, i.e. the arbitration procedure and the
merger run parallel with one another.
What does this imply? Mergers will certainly
give rise to misgivings in the absence of a social
plan, as it is impossible to know how burden-
some the social plan will be for the company
concerned.
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I feel that in order to reach a compromise it
is better to set a time limit for the arbitration
board so that companies wishing to carry out
a merger can await the decision of the board
to see whether the consequent financial burden
is acceptable for the merger.
If, on the other hand, there is little or no doubt
as to the likely cost of the social plan, the
merger may take place without any need to
await the judgment of the arbitration board.
However, it is safer for companies to know
the eventual financial burden resulting from
the social plan before a decision to carry out
a merger is taken. In my view the compromise
of subjecting the decision of the arbitration
board to a time limit can achieve this. On the
one hand employee's claims are respected, as
an arbitration board dedides on the terms of the
social plan, while on the other plans for mergers
are not delayed unduly. I would therefore
strongly recommend the House to approve the
amendnrent tabled by my Group.
Finally, I should like to raise another point
about which I have misgivings. The arbitration
board is to be made up of representatives nomi-
nated by the two parties to the dispute. The
parties concerned are the company's manage-
ment organ on the one hand, and the employees'
representatives on the other. These parties are
in fact unsuitable, especially in view of the deci-
sions reached by the House concerning the
statute of the European company. If we bear in
mind and apply the principle of co-determina-
tion, a management organ represents the com-
bined interests of shareholders and employees,
because a body appointed by a management
organ represents both parties, in other words
employees as well as shareholders. If we allow
arbitration boards to be made up of both mana-
gement organ's and employees' representatives,
this will in fact lead to overrepresentation in
favour of the employees. This matter therefore
requires clarification, and the party negotiating
with the employees' representatives should be
nominated and designated as shareholders.
I merely wished to draw attention to this dif-
ficulty and ask the House to consider this point
further.
Thank you
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lautenschlager to speak
on behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Lautenschlager. 
- 
(D) Mr President, the
situation up to the beginning of this debate
could well have given the European Parliament
a red face, for we were in the process of submit-
ting to the Council three different opinions on
the same subject. One may conclude from the
amendments now being tabled and from the
remarks of the previous speakets that Parlia-
ment is now exercising restraint and avoiding
this embarrassing situation. or at least plans
to do so.
During the debate on direct elections I took
the opportunity of recommending that the
Enlarged Bureau should adopt a somewhat more
flexible approach to the method of allocating
work to the various committees for the prepara-
tion of reports. The purpose of this was to avoid
a situation, such as has now arisen, in which
two different committees are made responsible
for dealing with the same subject, and that
consequently two different reports with dif-
fering results are produced, with the result that
we have to try and work out a compromise in
a plenary sitting.
What is, in fact, at stake in this debate? When
companies or firms are involved iu mergers or
amalgamations of any kind, the fundamental
rights of employees may be jeopardized. Both
Commission documents, on which Parliament
has already decided in principle, originally
provided for only a very vague procedure forjoint consultation. At the plenary session of
Parliament on 17 October 1973 the Commission,
after noting that cutting right across Parliament
was a fear that employees' rights would be very
inadequately safeguarded, stated that it was
willing to reconsider the whole problem and put
forward for discussion the possibility of arbi-
tration.
Both parliamentary Committees have discussed
this subject and incorporated it in their amend-
ments, but, as I have repeatedly stressed, with
different results. The Legal Affairs Committee,
for example, does not want mergers to be pre-
vented by the negotiations and the arbitration
procedure, and considers that the possibility of
appealing to the arbitration board should be
open to both sides. The Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment thinks that mergers
should be prevented until the possibilities of
the agreed procedures have been completely
exhausted. It also wants to make it possible to
appeal to an arbitration board which would have
to reach a decision within one month.
I would say immediately that this latter request
creates quite a problem. Mr Brugger has again
tried to find a compromise here. I cannot share
his views as I feel that the imposition of a time
limit within which the arbitration board must
reach a decision would be prejudicial to the
independence of this board, and it would thus
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be dangerous if such a time limit were intro-
duced. In my opinion-and my Group supports
me in this-it is impossible to make the arbitra-
tion period subject to time limits owing to the
very nature of the procedure. The taking of
evidence, the proceedings and the hearing of
witnesses, and all the rest of it cannot be subject
to a strict schedule. A hasty decision might be
reached which would be quite unsuitable in the
circumstances. My Group has therefore very
serious objections to imposing deadlines for the
board's decision.
In our opinion the fact that either side can
appeal to the arbitration board obliges those
who would prefer first to attempt other meas-
ures to submit to the arbitration procedure and
to accept the board's decision without, for exam-
ple, being able to achieve an acceptable result
by means of industrial action.
The appeal to the arbitration board means that
employees must refrain from industrial action
while arbitration is in progress. But this require-
ment does not exist in France, for exampie;
in other words strikes could continue there
during the negotiations and the arbitration
process. As you can well imagine, this could
lead to absurd situations. I think the Commis-
sion would be well advised to examine this
requirement and to submit a proposal to Parlia-
ment and the Council.
Regarding the question of the prevention of
mergers, I would say that Parliament is faced
with a very difficult, if not virtually impossible
task. Mergers are necessary to avoid economic
ills, but at the same time the rights of employees
must be safeguarded. My Group wishes to
emphasize that, while claiming more effective
protection of employees' rights, it does not wish
to hinder mergers as such. We think that the
preparations involving the financial and com-
mercial aspects of the merger may continue as
Iong as they do not jeopardize the existing rights
of the workers. Once the possibilities offered
by the procedure have been completely exhaust-
ed and a result has been reached, the merger
thus prepared may be carried out. The nego-
tiations should deal solely with the social plan
and not with the proposed merger as such. My
Group has tabled several amendments aimed at
solving this problem. Our speakers will give a
more detailed account of these when speaking
in support of them. My Group cannot agree with
the present texts of the two reports, in particular
Article 8 (3 and 4) of Mr Yeats' report and
Article 6 (a) of Mr De Keersmaeker's report.
Mr President, since 1969 the European Trade
Union Confederation has warned against the
tendency to allow directives on the protection
of workers' rights to deal with this question on
a case-by-case basis where major changes in
company structure are envisaged. The protection
of workers' rights should be dealt with in a
separate directive which applies to all cases.
The Commission has not heeded this warning.
We have today a situation in which Parliament
expresses various opinions on the same subject.
If, in addition, we consider the European limited
company, we fiird that no provision for arbi-
tralion has been made; this was rejected by the
House during a plenary sitting. In other words,
we have reached three different opinions on the
protection of employees' rights.
My Group therefore appeals to the Members of
the House to approve the acceptable compromise
proposed in my Group's amendments and thus
to ensure that we do not expose ourselves to
public criticism and ridicule.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Lady Elles to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Lady Elles. The European Conservative
Group support the conclusions and amendments
contained in the report of Mr De Keersmaeker
on the amalgamation, mergers and takeovers of
limited companies as contained in the second
paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty.
The supplementary report was, I understand-
not having been a member of the Lega1 Affairs
Committee but having, of course, read it-
unanimously adopted by the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee after a great deal of discussion and also
approved by the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment.
We think, in our group, that it contains a com-
promise which to some extent tries to solve
the many difficult problems which arise in nego-
tiation between employees and employers, and
the proposal to set up an arbitration board
presents a possibility for conciliation after nego-
tiations have failed to procedure a satisfactory
solution; but as Mr Winston Churchill, as he
then was, said, every solution presents its
problems, and it is clear that questions arise as
to time-limits, the validity of the decision, when
and by whom and with whose consent the arbi-
tration board should be called. We consider,
however, that the procedure of setting up an
arbitration board as defined in the amendment
contained in the supplementary report goes a
Iong way to solving some of these many
problems, and above all it contributes to the
principle that workers' rights should be safe-
guarded and protected, particularly in view of
the number of mergers which are taking place
at this time.
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When turning, as Mr Brugger so rightly did-
and as I, of course, also did-to the introduction
to the Commission's proposal for a directive, you
will notice that a great number of concentrations
of companies was taking place, but we should
perhaps recall in this European Parliament that
this document was written in an atmosphere of
economic growth and prosperity without any
consideration of what is now happening in the
Communities. At that time, there was no mass
unemployment, there was growth and consider-
able improvement in the economic situation in
the Communities, wheareas now we are faced
with mass unemployment in every country.
The emphasis then was very much more on
amalgamations and mergers, whereas now,
regrettably, it will be very much more on
takeovers where a company is in danger of going
into liquidation and causing unemployment if
the transfer or merger does not take place. I
think this point should be very much more
realized by speakers who, quite rightly, say that
the interests of ruorkers should be protected:
Every group in this parliament, I am quite
certain, agrees with this principle, but let us
remember that it is much more in the long-term
interests of a worker to have a job than to be
unemployed because one comma of an agree-
ment on occupational pensions has not been able
to be fulfilled at the time the merger is taking
place. This does not mean that an improvement
in the economic situation may not be able to
rectify this particular problem. Of course, occu-
pational pensions are a vital part of a worker's
interests and of his private long-term economic
planning, but let us remember that it is better
to have a pension and a job than no possibility
of an occupational pension because he is out of
a job. For these basic reasons, my group supports
the flexible approach which has been produced
in the supplementary report.
I should like to comment on the amendment
tabled by the Christian-Democrats with regard
to bringing in a time-limit to the arbitration
procedure. We absolutely agree that an arbitra-
tion procedure should not be protracted more
than is necessary, and we quite accept the
reasons which Mr Brugger very clearly gave for
their proposing this amendment.
However, we feel in our group that any time-
limit imposed on a system of arbitration must be
doomed to failure because it puts pressure on a
board to come to a decision which may not, in
effect, be in the best interests of the employee;
we therefore consider that it is probably better
not to impose a time-limit on this arbitration
procedure.
Of course, we consider that a merger should not
be prevented by the failure of an arbitration
board to take its decision by the time that the
merger was due to take place, because in any
case-as is perfectly clear in the draft directive,
and I am sure the Commissioner will confirm
this-the decision of the arbitration board will
be binding on all parties regardless of whether
or not the merger has taken place. In this way,
measures for protecting and safeguarding
workers' interests are clearly taken which do
not prevent the merger itself from taking place,
and this, as I have pointed out, will in the long
term protect the employment interests of the
worker.
Apart from this, Mr President, I would merely
like to thank Mr De Keersmaeker both for the
work he did in the report and for the very clear
exposition he gave us this morning of the way in
which the arbitration board would work. I
think, as I have said, that the problem is prob-
ably insuperable, but this is one of the best solu-
tions that one could come to, and we in our
group certainly support any proposal that would
not necessarily harmbnize legislation between
Member States but which would certainly
harmonize industrial relations between the social
partners within the Community.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Duval to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.
Mr Duval. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, Mr De Keersmaeker's supplementary
report on the third directive takes account of
the opinions of the European Parliament, the
Economic and Social Committee and the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment.
The part most frequently discussed concerns
information to and the consultation of workers'
representatives in the case of mergers of limited
companies.
The House dealt with these matters when
examining the Statute of the European limited
company and the directive on acquired rights.
Similar solutions must therefore be sought for
these problems.
This need is supplied by the Commission's
amended proposal, supplemented by Mr De
Keersmaeker's report advocating the setting up
of an arbitration board. I do not feel it necessary
to repeat the various views expressed during the
discussions on this report. I would merely state
therefore, in order not to protract the discussions
further, that the Group of European Progressive
Democrats approves the conclusions arrived at
therein.
(Applause)
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President. 
- 
I call on Mr Marras to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(l) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, what I have to say will fortunately
not take long as many of the points I had
intended to raise have already been dealt with
by the spokesman for the Socialist Group.
Those of you who have been Members of this
Parliament for some years will be familiar with
the chequered history of the two measures we
have before us: the third directive on mergers
and the directive on the retention of the rights
of workers in the event of a merger. We have
discussed these problems in the past, and on
each occasion Parliament has had to refer them
to the responsible committees, within which con-
flicting opinions have often emerged, especially
in the Legal Affairs Cornmittee and the Social
Affairs Committee.
We must first determine what course of future
action these measures envisage. Will they carry
forward the old system which has prevailed
over the last 15 years in the Community and
which consists in introducing into a process of
economic development social measures aimed at
minimizing the consequences, or, now that the
Socia1 Action Programme has been adopted, will
the workers' interests finatly begin to take
priority over those of the economists and the
bosses?
I must say that in the directive, particularly in
the preamble, the Commission seems to be aware
that the process of concentrations and mergers
in the economic field cannot be considered posi-
tive in itself. This process is taking on huge
proportions, as the information provided by thc'
Commission shows. In many countries 50oio of
the gross national domestic product is controlled
by about a hundred companies.
What each of us and each group must now
decide is whether the social aspects of the prob-
lem or the economic aspects are to predominate
in this process. There is here a clash between
two concepts which underlie the major political
choices of the parties and of the masses in
Europe.
The old liberal-bourgeois concept leaves the
solution of all problems to the so-called market
laws and does not accept any control over the
economy, holding that, all things considered,
these market laws will work for the common
good. I maintain on the contrary that this pro-
Cess can only lead, via merger after merger, to
the creation of multinational companies which
will dominate the market according to laws
completely different from those in which the old
liberal economists believed. This process is
already taking place on a large scale everywhere
in Europe. We have here in this House today
the minister in charge of the Italian budget,
who was previously responsible for industry. In
Italy a great amalgamation took place between
the Edison company, the leader in the field of
electrical energy, and the Montecatini company,
the biggest producer of chemicals. The result
was the giant Montedison concern which
statistics place among the top ten companies
today operating in Europe. But can it be said
that this process of concentration and enlarge-
ment has greatly benefited the economy of our
country? Everybody knows-and above all Mr
Andreotti in virtue of his position-how many
millions these mergers, which have taken place
without any safeguard, have cost the Italian
community.
On one side, then, we have a liberal-bourgeois
philosophy and on the other the approach
outlined by the Socialist Group spokesman in
his speech. Mr Lautenschlager stated the need
to participate in the running of the economy,
especially through the Community, so that the
economic process can be guided and controlled,
as is now necessary in view of the present level
of European economic growth. But, our op-
ponents argue, if you hold that mergers must
not take place without the workers' consent,
you introduce the power of veto into an eco-
nomic process which should be free. Well, the
shareholders of companies considering a merger,
who can decide whether to merge or not, already
have the power of veto. Why should the workers,
too, not have it? Or perhaps we feel that workers
do not represent general interests? Or that their
trade unions are not sufficiently responsible to
consider also the general interests affected by
such operations?
There is no contradiction between the workers'
interests and the more general interests of eco-
nomic growth. A few years ago it seemed that
this fact had at last bee'n recognized, and I
should like to remind honourable Members of
the text produced by the rapporteur of the
Social Affairs Committee, Mr Adams of the
Socialist Group, at the time of the first debate.
The document of 14 June 1974 stated that a
merger can take ptrace only when the negotia-
tions on the social plan have been successfully
concluded. During the past year this text has
been watered down somewhat even iJ our
colleagues in the Socialist Group appear to want
to r,etain its essence. The basic question, how-
ever, shrouded in complete ambiguity as it is,
has yet to be resolved. I should therefore like
the rapporteur to be explicit on this point. What
would happen if the arbitration body decided
that a given merger wou,ld jeopardize the
workers'interests? Would the merger be blocked
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or would new measures to counteract its harmful
effects be adopted? This is the ambiguity that
still persi'sts with reg'ard to the document under
examination and I feel that this Parliament's
vote shoutrd be aimed precisely at resolving thris
ambiguity.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Thomsen.
Mr Knud Thomsen. 
- 
(DK) Mr President,
although I was not a member of any of the
committees which discussed this matter, I have
listened to what has been said and read the
documents submitted to us with the greatest o'f
interest-not for political reasons alone, but also
in view of the fact that I have spent 33 years
in industrial limited cornpanies and consider
myself to be fairly famili'ar with conditions
in them.
The point I should like to stress does not conflict
withwhat Lady Elles has already said on behalf
of our Group, but in fact underliaes what has
been said here-that the essential point in our
discussions today is whether, when companies
are to merge, the result of an arbitration pro-
cedure for questions affecting the workers has to
be awaited, or whether the mergers can become
effective without waiting for this result' As
Lady Elles pointed out, ttrese proposals were
maae in a period of expansion, a period of
growth with large-scale amalgamations, whereas
iu at" now faced with a completeiy different
situation in which a merger is very often the
last resort before the decision to shut down one
or both of the merging companies. This step-
merging-is of decisive importance in the depres-
sion now facing lllestern European industry, but
it can only be taken, and can only ensure the
survival of hundreds-perhaps thousands--of
companies in Europe, if these mergers can be
carried out without unnecessary delay'
We in the Conservative Group have accepted
the arbitration procedure proposed by the Legal
Affairs Committee. We did so because we think
that the arbitration procedure'described here can
benefit society, workers and the economy, and
that we can thereby avoid unnecessary conflicts
between the two sides which-we must now-
adays recognize this in the final analysis-have
the same interests, namely the safeguarding oI
the company and the jobs. I feel, however, that
the compromise mentioned in the Legal Affairs
Committee's proposal goes as far as it can
reasonably go-. In view o'f the present overall
employmenisituation, going any further might
induce me to say that those who want to go
even further with arbitrati'on procedures are in
danger of showing the same lack of reality as
Mar-ie Antoinette whenshe said: 'If they have
no bread, Iet them eat cake'. If they have no
jobs, they can have an arbitration procedure.
I find this a strange approach, but the fact is
probably that underlying many of these efforts
there is another and more serious one-a
conscious wish to ereate, in this serious situ,ation
facing the private business sector, conditions
whieh, in certain cases, may make the survival
of the private business doubtful or even impos-
sible, so as to justify state intervention, state
su,pport or the nationalization of the economy
anrd the introduction of a soci,alist society by
these means.
I, personally, should very much like to see a vote
which shows clearly who, in this Parliament,, has
such a change in society as his final aim. I myself
believe that, at the very core of the Socialist
Group, there are some Members who are not
attracted by such a change in our society.
For my part, the sole aim of these few remarks
has been to make the situation clear to these
Members, so that we can at any rate see what
we are going to be voting on.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach, Member of the Comrnission oJ
the European Communities. 
- 
(DK) Mr Pre-
sident, I shall try to be extremely brief, since I
gave a detailed report of the Commission's views
on this matter during Parliament's earlier'discus-
sion of the proposal for a third directive. It
was in fact my remarks-among others-during
ttlat debate which induced the House to ask
the Legal Affairs Committee to reconsider
Article 6 of the third directive in the light of
an idea which I brought up in the plenary
session-the idea that any conflicts between the
dnawing up of a social plan to safeguard the
workeri' interests in case of a merger, and the
need to enable economic decisions to be put into
effect, might possibly be resolved by a negotia-
tion and arbitration Procedure.
I am grateful that the Legal Affairs Committee
and its rapporteur, Mr De Keersmaeker, have
submitted a supplementary report based on this
concept of resolving any conflicts by means of
" 
rr"goti"tion and arbitration procedure' I feel
that this proposal represents a great step for-
ward towards solving the difficult problem of
facilitating mergers-which are a necessary part
of the process of econornic adaptation, particu-
larly in the present new economic situation-in
a way which does not involve unacceptable
social disadvantages for the workers concerned'
I think that this proposal goes Ers far towards
taking full account of these two main principles
as it is possible to go. The Commission thus
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welcomes the present proposal and the remarks
contained in Mr De Keersrnaker,s report.
The fact that four amendments have been tabled
shows that the debate has not yet reached the
stage of full agreement on aII details, although I
think, after the rapporteur's remarks, it can be
assumed that there is broad agreement in parlia-
ment on the main principles. I therefore do not
feel that it would be impossible for the Com-
rnission to take full account of the points of
view expressed in the final version of the
proposal and to find formulations which take
account of certain diverging opinions reflected
in the present amendments.
For me, the essential thing today is that there
is broad agreemmt on the solution proposed in
the supplem,entary report-a solution based on
what I said when the matter was last discussed
in plenary session.
The Christian-Democratic Group has proposed
a time limit for the arbitration procedure. I fully
understand the reasoning behind this ti,me limit.
It is clear th,at neither negotiation nor arbitration
can be allowed to continue ad infinttum, but I
have my doubts as to whether it is wise to iatro-
duce a time limit as ,short as the one proposed,
and I therefore reserve my opinio,n on this
suggestion.
On behalf of the Committee oql Social Affairs
and Employment, Mi Alfred Bertrand has tabled
Amendment No 1 which prevents the merger
from taking p,lace until the negotiations or
arbitration on the social plan have been
completed. I must make it perfectly clear-just
as I made it clear when we last discussed this
proposal-that I cannot accept such a conditional
veto.
The same idea, only differently phrased, is
contained in Amendment No 3 tabled by Mr
Adams and others. There, the aim is not so much
to stop the economic decision being put into
effect, as to try to have the decision put into
effect in such a way that the employees' interests
are protected until such time as a social plan
can be approved. I uraderstand the reasoning and
the concept behind th,is proposal better, and
although I cannot accept the present text-I
think a better one can be found-I am prepared,
in the definitive text of the proposal, to oonsider
the reasoning behind Amendment No 3.
As regards Amendment No 2, which lays dow,n
that the arbitration procdure can be initiated
only by mutual agreement between the two
parties, I feel that this amendment is based on
a different interpretation of the proposal from
mine. The finst part of Article 4 states clearly-
as was also emphasized by the rapporteur-that
the decision to initiate negotiations or arbitna-
tion can be taken only by the employees. It is
they alone-and not the employers-who caninitiate the procedure described in Article 4.
Negotiations without the obligation to go to
arbitration are already provided for under
Article 3, and I must say that, in this point, I can
see no difference between what the Socialist
Group has said and what I intended to say in my
earlier remarks. I am therefore prepared tb
reconsider our phrasing of Article 4, so as to
remove any doubts there may be th,at the
employees cannot be forced to accept an arbitra-
tion procedure in which they are unwilling to
cooperate.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bertrand.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr president, I
should like to ask Mr Gundelach and the Com-
mission to clarify some points irr today's d.ebate.For obvious reasons we began with the De
Keersmaeker report since we cannot debate that
and the Yeats report at the same tirne. However,
the Commission has certain views on this matter,for example that it is not necessary to have a
time limit of a month, whereas in its proposal
for the fifth directive, which was published in
the Official Journal of 13 September 19?4, the
Commission itself proposed a time limit of a
month for the negotiation and arbitration pro-
cdure,
There is a contradiction here and I should like to
hear what the Com,mission has to say.
Secondly, we are discussing two quite distinct
problems. The supplementary report by Mr De
Keersmaeker deals with the third directive,
drawn up by the Commission pursuant to Arti-
cle 54(g) of the Treaty, which provides for
equivalence of safeguards in the Member States.
The proposal for the fifth directive, however,
which is dealt with in the Yeats report, was
submitted by the Commission pursuant to
Article 100 of the Treaty, which covers ap-proximation of administrative and legal pro-
visions, with the aim of protecting the interests
of the workers. The Commission itself thus takes
the view that there are two quite different
issues here. And yet we are now faced with an
all-out effort to harmonize the third directive
based on Article 54(g) with the fifth directive
based on Article 100. This is quite out of the
question. I should like to hear the Commission's
explanation since we have here, ladies and
gentlemen, two different texts drawn up by
two different Directorates-General of the Com-
mission. The first text, which is discussed in
the De Keersmaeker report, was produced byMr Gundelach's Directorate-General and was
submitted to the Council three years ago. The
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debate in Parliament on the H6ger report led
to the idea of arbitration, and this arbitration
procedure is now included in the proposal for
itr" tittt, directive, submitted by the Directorate-
General for Social Affairs under Mr Hillery'
I should be grateful if the Com'mission could tell
me what the point is of submitti'ng these two
proposals. Eithir the interests of the employees
can-be protected by means of the third directirve
discussed in the De Keersnaeker report, in which
case the fiJth directive is not necessary, or the
problems of the workers can be omitted from the
ini"a ait""tive and dealt with in the fifth
directive drafted by the Directorate'General for
Social Affairs. I should l,ike to know why the
Commission has created this confusion, which
has made it very difficult for us to reach a
consensus.
As I understand it, the Directive pursuant to
Anticle 100 only aims at protecting the acqr'lired
rights of workers in cases of mergers, and by
this I mean mergers of all undertakings, not only
at national but also at international level, while
the third directive deals on'Iy with national
mergers of limited companies, the so-oalled
'sociflt4s anonYrnes'.
I cannot understand why it is considered neces-
'sary to harmonize these two quite disti'nct things'
Why can we not continue to live with the
distinction between the general rules Jor
mergers, i.e. across national frontiers as well,
Ers l.ia' down in the directive from the
Directorate-General for Social Aff'airs, and the
guidelines csntained in the directive produced
6y Mr Gundelach's Directorate-General, which
relate only to lirnited compamries at national level'
There would then be no didficulty in reaehiurg
agreement in this House. I should thus be
giateful if the Commission could inform us of its
i""t*," for zubmitting these two proposal's'
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach, Ulembet ol the Commission ot
the European Cotnmunities, 
- 
(DK) Mr Presi-
dent, I shall try to answer very briefly a ques-
tion, the full dtpth and breadth of which I do
not claim to have understood.
There is no point in proposing to solve, in the
fifth directive, problems for which solutions
are available in the third directive' The fifth
directive is an extremely wide one aimed at
harmonizing national company law, with par-
ticular refeience to the decision-taking bodies
in a company. Both the third directive and the
directive ior which my colleague, Mr Hillery, is
responsible-and which we shall be debating
soriewhat later-are intended to deal with quite
tangible, more limited problems. If we want
to 6e so perfectionistic as to try to solve all
company liw problems concerning social policy
in one massive directive, I am afraid that we
shall be debating here, in the Council and else-
where, for many years to come without achiev-
ing anything whatsoever.
Having said that, I will admit-and this was
the miin point in my speech in this House just
over a year ago, and I have repeated it since
then-that it is up to this Parliament, the Com-
mission and the Council to make every possible
effort to ensure coordination between the dif-
ferent directives, which are intended to achieve
diJferent things. These directives, however, do
converge in a number of points, and in certain
situations they do deal with the same problems,
and it is there-as several other speakers have
pointed out today-that we must make the
ireatest possible effort to achieve identieal solu-
t-ions toi identical problems. This is why, for
example, I myself drew attention previously
to whit we have proposed and what Parliament
has approved in the statute for the European
limited company. We must ensure the directive
we are discussing now agrees with the one we
shall be discussing later today; we must ensure
that there is agreement with other regulations
which will be passed in the field of company
law. On this point, I agree completely with Mr
A1fred Bertrand's remarks.
As regards Mr Alfred Bertrand's basic point of
deparlure, Iet me add that he must have mis-
un'derstood me. I was not refusing to consider
a time limit as proposed for the arbitration' I did
not see this proposal until today, and I was
therefore asking ior leave to consider it' I fully
agree with tUr etfred Bertrand's view, precisely
bEcause I want the greatest possible coordi-
nation between the different instruments, and
we must look closely at what we do in the filth
directive and bring the two things into agree-
ment on the basis of the formula: identical
problems, identical solutions. I fully agree with
it i". If it is to be two months, it must be two
months in both cases. I was only asking for time
to consider the length of any time limit'
6. Ord'er of business
President. 
- 
Ladies and gentlemen, sinee a
certain number of our colleagues have not been
able to arrive in Luxembourg in time to take
part in the vote on the amending and sup-
plementary budget No l, the Chairmen of the
iolitical groups have met to decide how to
enable as many Members as possible to take part
in the vote.
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They propose that the proceedings be now sus-
pended to enable meetings of the political groups
to be held.
A further meeting of the Group Chairmen will
be held at 2.45 p.m. in the President's office.
At 3 p.m. the President will inform you of the
results of this meeting, and we shall then decide
whether the vote is to be held immediately or
later.
Are there any objections?
I call Mr Durieux.
Mr Durieux. 
- 
(F) Mr President, may we know
if there is a quorum already present? If so,
the vote could be held immediately.
President. 
- 
According to the latest count a
quorum is not present.
I call Mr Aigner.
Mr Aigner. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I would ask you to fix the time of
the vote at exactly 3 o'clock, since we must
decide precisely .when the vote is to be held
so that Members who arrive before then can
be informed. I therefore propose 3 o'clock, irre-
spective of whether a quorum is present or not.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Radoux.
Mr Radoux. 
- 
(F) Mr President, I think Mr
Aigner is right. '\[e are not many Members short
of a quorum. If everyone makes an effort and
knows exactly at what time we are going to
vote, it will be better for everyone.
Consequently, Mr President, I support on behalf
of my Group the proposal by Mr Aigner that
the vote be held at precisely 3 o'clock.
President. 
- 
I caII Mr Scott-Hopkins.
Mr Scott-Hopkins. 
- 
Mr President, I also am
in agreement with the proposal that we should
vote at 3 o'clock on the dot. I think it most
regrettable that, although this House has had
plenty of notice, we cannot summon a quorum
at this moment. But that is how it is, and I
would accept and support the proposal of Mr
Aigner that we should now have the vote on
the dot of 3 o'clock, that everybody should
know about it and be here, and if they are not
here, it's just too bad.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Aigner.
Mr Aigner. 
- 
(D) Mr President, may I just add
that a vote by roll call is essential.
President. 
- 
That is, in fact, the voting method
provided for in the Rules of Procedure.
Are there any objections to the proposal which
I made to you?
That is agreed.
The proceedings wil now be suspended until
3 p.m.
The House will rise.
(The sitting uls suspended, at 12.20 p.m. and,
resurned at 3 p.m.)
IN THE CHAIR; MR MARTENS
Vice-Presiilent
President. 
- 
The sitting is resumed.
7. Amend.ing and, supplementarg budget No 1
of the Communities for 1975 (oote)
President. 
- 
The next item is the vote on the
draft amending and supplementary budget No 1
of the European Communities for the financial
year 19?5 (doc. 530/74).
I would remind the House that the debate on
this draft budget was held on 12 March 197b.At the end of this debate Parliament decided
to postpone the vote until today's sitting. We
shall therefore hold the vote without further
delay. Only the rapporteur will be allowed to
speak. At the same time I would remind you
that Parliament, at its plenary sitting of 12
March 1975, decided that the vote on draft
amendments should be taken by sitting and
standing and the vote on the proposal for a
decision by ro11 call.
On the draft supplementary budget I have
received amendments relating to expenditure.
If they are adopted, this will affect the section
on 'Revenue'. W'e shall postpone the vote on
revenue until after the vote on expenditure has
been taken. The draft supplementary budget
concerns only Section III of the Commission.
On Titles 1 to 7 I have no amendments listed.
I put these to the vote.
Titles 1 to 7 are adopted.
On Section III, Title 8, Chapter 80, Article 800,
I have draft amendment No 2, tabled by the
Committee on Budgets and worded as follows:
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(A\ Eopend,iture
Title 8
- 
European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
- 
Guidance Section
Chapter 80
- 
Projects for improving the structure of agriculture referred to in Article l3
of Council Regulation No u/64/EEc
Article 800
- 
Projects for improving the structure of agriculture referred to in Article 13 of
Council Regulation No 17I64/EEC
Increase appropriations by 50 000 000 u.a.
(B) Cornpensotion
These appropriations should be transferred from Article 833 'priority agricultural
areas'.
JUSTIF'ICATION
This transfer is justified by the reasons given by the Commission of the European
Communities in ttre preliminary draft amending and supplementary budget No 1 and
which can be summed up as follows:
- 
the Summit Conference of 9 and 10 December 19?4 allocated a total amount of
1 300 000 000 u.a. to the Regional Fund to be financed by a contribution of
150 000 000 u.a. from appropriations of the EAGGF Guidance Section which are so
far not being used;
- 
the Commission proposes that these 150 000 000 u.a. be used to finance all the
payment appropriations of the Fund for the financial year 1975; the main bulk of
these appropriations (125 000 000 u.a.) are to be taken from the reserve set up for
priority agricultural areas (Article 833);
- 
since such a transfer would exhaust this reserve and since the Commission intends
to withdraw its proposal for a regulation which constituted the theoretical legal
basis of this reserve, Article 833 no longer serves any purpose;
- 
consequently, the Commission proposes that the 50 000 000 u.a. entered under Article
833 of the general budget for 1975 be transferred to Article 800 'Projects for
improving the structure of agriculture'.
The Committee on Budgets takes note of this new allocation; however, since the
Council rejected this transfer in the draft supplementary budget, the Committee on
Budgets proposes that the 50 000 000 u.a. be transferred bg ornendrnezr.t to Article 800.
This transfer takes the form of an amendment since the very absence of a legal basis
for this sum automatically classifies it as non-compulsory expenditure.
I call Mr Aigner. and the Committee on Budgets-I believe even
unanimously. I ask the House to adopt this
Mr Aigner, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President, amendment'
Iadies and gentlemen, may I draw your atten- n_^_!r-_1
tion to the detailed discussion that has already President' 
- 
r call Mr Hillery'
taken place. What is involved here is a transfer
of 150 million u.a. from the Agriculturat Fund Mr Hillery, Viee-Presiilent of the Comrnission of
to cover part of the 1300 million u.a. allocated the European Communities. 
- 
Mr President,
to the Regional Fund, these 150 million u.a. ladies and gentlemen, my colleague Mr Cheysson
being intended to finance the payment appropri- was compelled to return to Brussels at the end
ations. Of this, 50 million u.a. are to be transfer- of the morning sitting. He asked me to draw
red from Article 833, i.e. froin the reserve, which the attention of this House to a technical point
is thus being used to finance the Regional relating to Draft Amendment No 2. The Com-
Policy. This leaves another 50 million u.a. in mission is extremely grateful to Parliament for
Articte 833, which sum is now to be transferred its proposal that 50 million units of account
-since the legal basis is being withdrawn by should be transferred from Article 833 to Articlethe Commission-to Article 800 to finance indi- 800. It was a proposal of the Commission and
vidual agricultural projects. This proposal was we should be very pleased that it be adopted by
approved by both the Committee on Agriculture the House.
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However, the Commission has serious doubts
about the classification of this 50 million units
of account after transfer. We should remember
that Article 800 has been classified compulsory
expenditure. This was accepted by Parliament
within the framework of the 1975 budget. When
a proposal was made during the budgetary
debate to change the amount in this article, it
was voted on by the House as a proposed modi-
fication and not as an amendment, confirm-
ing the compulsory character of the 145 million
units of account of expenditure covered by this
article. It seems therefore impossible now to
add 50 million classified as non-compulsory to
the 145 million already classified as compulsory
by Parliament and the Council. One cannot
have expenditure of two different classifications
on the same line in the same article of the bud-
get. This 50 million should therefore be consider-
ed after transfer as compulsory. The proposal
put to the vote of Parliament should in the
view of my colleagues be amended accordingly.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Aigner.
Mr Aigner, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, this is a very difficult
legal point. The Committee on Budgets reasoned
as follows: these 50 million units of account
are the remainder of the 1975 budget. However,
the Commission is withdrawing the regulation
covering these 50 million units of account, i.e.
they no longer have any legal basis.
If there is no legal basis this expenditure can
hardly be considered to be compulsory.
It is quite true, and the Commission's objection
is justified, that once this expenditure which is
at present non-compulsory is classified as com-pulsory expenditure it might well assume
another character. But this is such a difficult
legal point, Mr President that we should discussit with the Council. We shall shortly be having
the conciliation meetings with the Council. Per-
haps we can bring it up then. It is a question.on
which many a European University could offer
a thesis. However, we are continuing to insist
that the expenditure be classified as non-com-
pulsory as there is no longer any legal instru-
ment to justify otherwise.
President. 
- 
I put draft amendment No 2 to the
vote by sitting and standing.
Draft amendment No 2 is adopted by 106 votes
with 4 abstentions, subject to the adoption of the
proposal fixing a new rate of increase for non-
compulsory expenditure.
On Title 9, Chapter 98, Article 980 I have draft
amendment No 1, tabled by the Committee on
Budgets and worded as follows:
(A) Expeniliture
Title 9
. other expenditure,
Chapter 98
- 
Non-allocated provisional appropriations
Article 980
- 
Non-allocated provisional appropriations 1
Increase these atrrpropriations by 150 000 000 u.a.
(B) Reuenue
Modify revenue accordingly.
JUSTIFICATION
At the Summit Conference of 9 and 10 December 1974 it was decided to allocate
300 000 000 u.a. to the European Regional Development Fund in 1975.
In view of the undertakings given in plenary assembly by the Commission and the
Council during the December 1974 part-session, the European Parliament did not vote
an amendment aimed at entering the same amount in the general budget of the
Communities for 1975.
Since the Commission in its preliminary draft budget has proposed the allocation of
only 150 000 000 u.a. in payment appropriations to the Regional Fund, and since the
Council has adopted the same standpoint, Parliament considers that these appropria-
tions might well prove insufficient to launch the Regional Fund effectively and
rapidly; it therefore proposes that these payment appropriations be increased by
150 000 000 u.a., to be entered under Chapter g8 so as to be available whenever the
need should arise without it being necessary to resort to the supplementary budget
procedure.
1 The following sentence should be added to the remarks on this Article: 'appropria-
tions earmarked for Article 550 'European Regional Development Fund 
- 
Interven-
tions'.
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I call Mr Aigner.
Mr Aigner, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, may I briefly remind you
of the events leading to this amendment. In the
draft budget for 1975 the Commission had ori-
ginally earmarked 650 million u.a. for regional
policy in the Community. This was cancelled
by the 'Council. We then proposed a compro-
mise for 1975: twice 150 million u.a. 300 million
u.a.-that was the formula for the Paris Sum-
mit Conference. Subsequently, during the vote
on the 1975 draft budget in this House, the
Council and the Commission stated that a sum
of no less than 300 million u.a. would be made
available for 1975. The Commission has now
transferred 150 million u.a. from the Agricultu-
ral Fund to regional policy. Our amendment
aims to reflect Parliament's wishes, by calling
for the transfer of a further 150 million u.a. in
addition to the 150 million already made avail-
able, not to the Regional Fund but as a com-
promise with the Council, to Chapter 98. This
proposal has also been unanimously accepted
by all the comrnittees, Mr President, as far as I
can remember.
I therefore request that this draft amendment
be adopted.
President. 
- 
I put draft amendment No I to
the vote by sitting and standing.
Draft amendment No 2 is adopted by 115 votes,
subject to the adoption of the proposal fixing
a new rate of increase for non-compulsory
expenditure.
On Section III I have no other amendments list-
ed.
Does anyone wish to speak?
I put Section III so amended to the vote.
Section III so amended is adopted.
We shall now consider 'Revenue' as modified
by the amendments which Parliament has just
adopted to Section III of 'Expenditure'.
Does anyone wish to speak?
I put the modified 'Revenue' to the vote.
The modified 'Revenue' is adopted.
I would point out that, as a result of the adoption
of the draft amendments to Section III of the
draft supplementary budget, the rate of increase
for non-compulsory expenditure for the finan-
cial year 1975 must be changed.
The Committee on Budgets has therefore tabled
a proposal for a decision fixing a new rate, the
text of which reads as follows:
The Europeon P arlioment,
- 
having regard to the preliminary draft amending and supplementary budget No I
of the European Communities for the financial year 19?5 (COM(75I20)),
- 
having regard to the draft amending and supplementary budget No 1 ol the Euro-
pean Communities for the financial year 1975 established by the Council (doc.
530174),
- 
having regard to its resolution on the above-mentioned draft amending and supple-
mentary budget (Doc. 533/?4),
- 
considering that the draft budget amended by the European Parliament so as to
enter therein an amount of 300 000 000 u.a. to finance the Regional Fund and to
transfer an amount of 50 000 Ofi) u.a. from Article 833 to Article 800 requires that
a new rate of increase for non-compulsory expenditure for the financial year 1975
be fixed,
1. Proposes that a new rate of increase of 68.350/o be fixed for non-compulsory
expenditure for tJ:e financial year 1975 in relation to expenditure of the same type
incurred during the financial year 1974;
2. Instructs its President to forward this proposal for a decision to the Council and,
for information, to the Commission of the European Communities.
I call Mr Aigner. orally half a line which is missing from this
version owing to a printing error. The fourth
Mr Aigner, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President, paragraph of the preamble should, in fact, read:
ladies and gentlemen, this proposal is in fact '--considering that the draft budget amended
the consequence of the adoption of the two by the European Parliament so as to enter
draft amendments. We must now submit a pro- therein an amount of 300 000 000 u.a. to finance
posal for this new maxirnum rate to the Council. the Regional Fund azd to transfer an arnount ot
I would just ask that I may be allowed to add 50 000 000 u.a. from Article 833 to Article 800
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requires that a new rate of increase for non-
compulsory expenditure for the financial year
1975 be fixed'.
Mr President, this is not a change but simply
the correction of a printing error, and I ask ihe
House to adopt this proposal, on which a vote
must be taken by roll call.
All the committees concerned were unanimously
in favour of this point also.
President. 
- 
I worild remind the House that,
under the terms of Article 208(8) of the Treaty,
in order to fix a new maximum rate the Assem_
bly must vote for the proposal by a majority of
its Members and three-fifths of the votes cast.
We shall now take a vote by roll call.
The roll call will begin with Mr Fellermaier,
whose name has been drawn by lot.
The vote may commence.
I ask the Secretary-General to call the roll.
(The roll call was taken)
Does anyone else wish to vote?
The ballot is closed.
Here is the result of the vote:
Number of Members voting: 122.
Abstentions: 6.
For: 116.
Against: 0.
The following uoted, in farsour:
Mr Adams, Mr Aigner, Mr Albertsen, Mr An-
dreotti, Mr Ariosto, Mr Artzinger, Mr Baas, Mr
Behrendt, Mr Berkhouwer, Mr Bermani, MrAlfred Bertrand, Lord Bessborough, Lord Be-
thell, Mr Blumenfeld, Mr Bourdellds, Mr 81696-
gdre, Mr Broeksz, Mr Brugger, Mr Burgbachir,
Mr Carpentier, Mr Cointat, Mr Corrie, Mr Cor-
terier, Mr Coust6, Mr Covelli, Mr Creed, Mr De
Clercq, Mr De Keersmaeker, Mr Della Briotta,
Mr Deschamps, Mr Didier, Mr Dondelinger, Mr
Dunne, Mr Durand, Mr Durieux, Mr Duval,
Lady Elles, Mr Faure, Mr Fellermaier, Mr Fld-
mig, Miss Elesch, Mr Frehsee, Mr Friih, Mr Gib-
bons, Mr Giraud, Mr Giraudo, Lord Gladwyn,
Mr Glinne, Mr Guldberg, Mr Van der Gun, Mr
Hansen, Mr Hdrzschel, Mr Herbert, Mr Houdet,
Mr Howell, Mr Jahn, Mr Kaspereit, Mr Kava-
nagh, Mrs Kellett-Bowman, Mr Klepsch, Mr La-
ban, Mr Lagorce, Mr Lange, Mr Laudrin, Mr
Lautenschlager, Mr Leenhardt, Mr Lenihan, Mr
Liogier, Lord Lothian, Mr Li.icker, Mr McDonald,
Mr de la Maldne, Mr Martens, Mr Meintz, Mr
Memmel, Mr Emile Muller, Mr Mursch, Mr Ney,
Mr Brsndlund Nielsen, Mr Nod, Mr Nolan, Mr
Normanton, Mr Notenboom, Mr Nyborg, Lord
O'Hagan, Mr Outers, Mr p6tre, Mr pianta, Mr
Pintat, Mr Pisoni, Mr Premoli, Mr Radoux, Lord
Reay, Sir Brandon Rhys Wi1liams, Lord St. Os-
wald, Mi-Santer, Mr Schmidt, Mr Scholten, Mr
Schuijt, Mr Schwabe, Mr Scott-Hopkins, Mr See-
feld, Mr Shaw, Mr Spicer, Mr Springorum, Mr
Suck, Mr Terrenoire, Mr Thomsen, Mr Thornley,
Mr Vandewiele, Mr Vernaschi, Mr Vetrone, Mr
Walkhoff, Mrs Walz, Mr Yeats and Mr Zeller.
The t ollowing ab stained :
Mr Bordu, Mr D'Angelosante, Mr Fabbrini, Mr
Hartog, Mr Leonardi and Mr Marras.
The required majority has been obtained for the
adoption of the proposal for a decision.
The proposal for a decision is consequently
adopted.
(Applause)
The amended version of the draft supplementary
budget must now be forwarded to the Council,
together with the proposal for a decision fixing
a new rate of increase for non-compulsory
expenditure.
We shall now consider the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the report by Mr Aigner on the
supplementary budget.
On this motion for a resolution I have no amend-
ments listed.
I put it to the vote.
The resolution is adopted.l
Thank you, Mr Hillery.
8. Thiril Directiue on the coordi.nation ot
safeguards required in connection ui.th ,nergers
between soci6t6s anonAnles (resumption)
President. 
- 
The next item is the resumption
of the debate on the repor,t drawn up by Mr
De Keersmaeker on behalf of the Lega,l Affats
Committee on the amended proposal frrom the
Comrnission of the European Communities to the
Council for a third directive on the coordination
of safeguards whioh, for the protection of
members and others, are required by Member
States of companies within the meaning of the
second paragraph of Article 58 of the Treaty in
connection with mergers between soci6tes
anornymes (Doc. 513/74).
I call Mr Adams.
I OJ No C 95 of 28. 4. l9?5.
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Mr Adams. 
- 
(D) I should like to return to
the question touched upo'n by Mr Bertrand and
which was also the subject of much debate in our
Group, namely whether the two texts or the
texts of the two reports by Mr De Keersmaeker
and Mr Yeats must agree. One might also ask
whether trhe text on the European limited
company must likewise be adapted to bring it
into line with these two reports.
This was discussed at length in my Group and,
in our view, all three texts must definitely agree.
Like many of my colleagues I was not absolutely
clear as to what Mr Gundelach meant in his
reply to Mr Bertrand's question before lunch.
My Group also discussed what might happen as
a result of differently worded texts and provi-
sions. Does it mean that, if both texts o{n mergers
are right-which may well be the case-the
workers' representatives or employers' represen-
tatives can try to get the best'deal for themselves
by skilfut exegesis and must it be lerft to the
European Court of Justice 'to decide what is
right? This would delay the nierger even longer.
Therefore, on behalf of rny Group I should like
the Commission to give a clear answer as to
whether the three texts or the two texts must
agree.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach, Member oJ the Commission of
the European Communities. 
- 
(DK) | feel that
I repliod quite clearly to Mr Al'fred Bertrand this
morning when I said that identioal problems
require identical solutions, and that this was also
a valid, unambiguous and very clear answer to
the last speaker. The different provisions must
be brought into li,ne with each other so that, as
I said, identical solutions are found for identical
problems.
President. 
- 
Before the vote on the motion for
a resolution contained in the report by Mr De
Keersmaeker, we must deal with the amend-
ments tabled to the proposaL for a directive'
On Article 6(4) I have three amendments:
- 
Amendment No 4, tabled by the Christian-
Democratic Group and worded as follows:
'Article 6(4)
This paragraph should read as follows:
"4. If the employees'representatives consider that
the merger may be prejudicial to the em-
ployees' interests, the management organs
shall initiate negotiations with the employees'
representatives before the General Meeting
discusses the merger, with a view to reaching
agreement on the measures to be taken for the
benefit of the employees.
If, after these negotiations, or at the end of
a period of two months at the latest from the
time they began, no agreement has been
reached between the parties, each of them may
refer the matter to an arbitration body which
shall reach a final decis,ion within one month
on the measures to be taken for the benefit
of the employees. This arbitration body shall
consist of assessors appointed in equal num-
bers by the two parties and a pres'ident
appointed by common consent. If either party
fails to affange for the appointment of its
assessors or if agreement is not reached on
the choice of the president, the competent
Court shall make these appointments."'
- 
Amendment No 2, tabled by Mr Adams and
others and worded as follows:
'Article 6(4), second sub-paragraph
This sub-paragraph should read as follows:
"If, after these negotiations, or at the end of a
period of two months at the latest from the time
they began, no agreement has been reached be-
tween the parties, they may refer the matter by
mutual consent to an arbitration body which shall
reach a final decision on the measures to be taken
for the benefit of the employees. ..." '
- 
Amendment No 3, tabled by Mr Adams and
others and worded as follows:
'Article 6(4)
At the end of this paragraph, add the following
sentence:
"... During the negotiations provided for in para-graphs 2 and 3 and during the arbitration proce-
dure, the operation may only take place if the
economic and social advantages of the employees
are guaranteed."'
I call Mr Bertrand to move Amendment No 4.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, we
agree with the amendment to Article 6(4) of
the De Keersmaeker report, on the understand-
ing that the words 'a binding d.ecision within
one rnonth' are included. These are the two
phrases we wish to insert: 'a binding decision'
and 'one month'. If the House is able to accept
this text, I am prep,ared to withdraw my Amend-
ment No I to Article 6(4) on the insertion of a
new paragraph 4a, since we shall then all be
satisfied with this text. That means that it will
then be clear that the decision must also be
respected after the merger has taken ptrace. We
propose that the same amendment be incor-
porated in the report by Mr Yeats, in which case
we shall withdraw the amendment to Article
8(4) of the directive dealt with in the Yeats
report. Thi.s will result in the two texts being
brought into line with each other as planned.
AII that we have to do is to adopt the texts
with the insertion of 'within one month' and
'a binding decision'.
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President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I have listened
with great interest to Mr Bertrand's speech. I
shoutrd like to state that we have some misgivings
about the setting of a time limit of one month.
I agree with Mr Gundelach that this is probably
on the short side. However, our objections are
not of an essential nature and if Mr Gundelach
should later amend the deadline to two months
I imagine that Mr Bertrand, like ourselves,
would find this satisfactory.
Nor have I any objections to a binding decisi,on.
On the contrary, I consider that the decision of
an arbitration body should be binding, otherwise
there is no arbitration. I thus have no objections
to the word 'binding'.
This does not mean, however, that we have no
objections to this amendment, since it states that
either party can submit the matter to arbitra-
tion. We feel that this is in conflict with the
Commission's proposals.
What is the situation, after all? In the event of
a merger difficulties may ari,se witrh respect to
the rights of the employees in the widest mean-
ing of the term. Who can object to this? The
employees, of course. The European Commission
has therefore rightly proposed in its draft that,
if the employees' representatives feel that the
employees are being disadvantaged, an arbitra-
tion procedure should be initiated (and this is in
li,ne with Mr De Keersmaeker's suggestion). Only
the workers can introduce this arbitratio,n pro-
cedure. The purport of this amendment, however,
is that if no agreement is re'ached at a given
rnoment the employers, too, can request arbitra-
tion. In other wonds, they can initi,ate the pro-
cedure r-rnilaterally at a juncture when the
workers do not wish it. This is in conflict with
the aims of the Commission's draft. We are
prepared to accept a procedure whereby both
parties request arbitration jointly after consulta-
tion, and we have in fact submitted a proposal
to this end. But we must realize what this
amendment from our Christian-Democratic
friends really means. If the workers fail to
obtain their rights by normal negotiations, they
have the right to strike or request arbitration,
only to find perhaps that thei,r strike is pointless
because the employers have suddenly and
unilaterally requested arbitration. In a number
of countries, including my own, this would
immediately mean that strike action was no
longer possible. You will un'derstand that we do
not intend to accept this risk.
There are two alternative routes open to us:
either we act in the spirit of the Commission's
proposal, in which case only the workers have
the right to appeal to an arbitration body, which
then of course takes a binding decision, or we
adopt my Group's proposal, which allows both
workers and ernployers to request arbitration
after joint coinsultation, so that the workers
cannot be overwhelmed by a sudden request for
arbitration by the ernployers. This would run
counter to the proposals made by the Commis-
sion, and I find it impossible to believe that Mr
Gundelach would accept it.
I am sorry therefore that we are una le to accept
the amendments put forward by Mr Bertrand
on this matter. We can,accept the time limit and
the prirnciple of ttre binding decision, but not
the possibility of one of the parties requesting
arbitration unilaterally. This would mean that
the employers could do this un,ilaterally and we
have serious objections to this. Eor these reasons
we shall vote against this amendment.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Marras.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, I should like Mr
Bertrand to clarify a few points concerning the
amendment ta,bled by his Group, since without
this clarification I will not be in a position to
form an opinion, or rather I shall have to reject
the amendment.
The Christian-Democratic Group proposed that
paragraph 4 of Article 6 should be replaced by
an entirely new one. This would mean, for
example, that the sentence '(the management
organs) shall initiate negotiations... before the
General Meeting discusses the merger' would
disappear. How can we allow this to happen?
Mr Bertrand, moreover, as Chairman of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employrnent,
proposed a new paragraph to the effect that 'the
negotiation or arbitration procedure referred to
in the previous paragraphs should be completed
before ttre merger takes place'. These two
requirements must be satisfied, since if the
amendment tabled by the Christian-Democratic
Group is adopted and Mr Bertrand withdr,aws
his amendment we will have lost many of the
advantages we have won i,n the course of the
debate.
However, if Mr Bertrand maiartains his amend-
ment, that of the Christian-Democratic Group is
clear.y less important than it appears at first
sight, except for its stipulation of a ti'me lirnit
of one month for the arbi,tration body.
I should also like some clari,fication on the
meaning of the phrase 'binding decision'. Does
this perhaps also imply that the merger will
not take place if the arbitration board finds that
the operation woutrd be seriously prejudi,cial to
the interests of the employees?
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These matters must be clarified iJ we are to get
a clear picture of the problem under discussion.
President. 
- 
I call Lady Elles.
Lady Elles. 
- 
Mr President, I too would like
some clarification because I think this subject
has really got into rather a confused state.
Eirst of all, I woutrd like to ask the Cormmi.ssioner
whether he meant that only employees may
invoke this arbitrations board procedure, as I
understood the discussion to be going in that
direction before lunch. Mr De I(eersmaeker's
report and the amendment in the report state
quite clearly that each of the parties may refer
the matter to an arbitratio,n board, and I would
lirke confirmation as to whether this is the inten-
tion of the Commission.
Secondly, I come to the opinion of our group on
the question of the one rnonth's notice. I quite
appreciate the arguments put forward by the
Christian Democrats, and see their point, but we
consider this stipulation might be restrictive. It
might be harmful to the protectio,n of employees'
interests, which after all is the purpose of this
procedure. I think that any time-limit can impose
great pressure, resulting in an unsatisfactory
solution or else the absence of any decision at
all, with the whole matter then being thrown
back to renegotiation. So, although we appreciate
the principle which guided the Christian Demo-
crats with regard to the time-factor, we woul:d
abstain on this amendment..
I would also like clarification of the English text,
because in the translation over the earphones,
there has been reference to a binding decision.
Now in my text of Amsrdment No 4, line 5 of
the second paragraph reads: 'reach a final deci-
sion'. I presume that this is in fact meant to be
'binding decision'. I have always assumed in law
that any decision by an arbitration board is
binding on the parties if they so accept it, and
so I assume that what is meant here is a bindim,g
decision and we would agree to such a change.
But I woulC like clariJication as to who irr fact
is allowed to invoke this arbitration procedure,
because if only one party is allowed to do so,
this seems to me socially and economically unjust
and undesirable and we would only support the
amendment if either party can invoke this proce-
dure.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats. 
- 
Mr President, I think Mr Bertrand,
in his intervention, urEls speaking on his own
behalf, or rather on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group. And I think it is necessary at
this stage that I should intervene, for although
I am not rapporteur of the document that is
before us, f am rapporteur of the following
report, which deals wittr precisely thqse matters
that are now under discussion. I think it is neces-
sary, therefore, that I should make quite clear
the views of the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment on these matters. It is obviously
not merely desirable but essential that whatever
is done on this document should 'also be done
on the following document on mergers, arrd uice
uersa. lt would be a ridiculous and impossible
situation if the law were to be diJferent in eaoh
case, if precisely similar circumstances could
arise with different legal remedies. That simply
would not do, and therefore whatever decision
is taken now on these amendments must also be
taken on the report on merger[i. Since it would
then be too late to give the views of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Ernployment I think
I should give them now.
I can do this by saying quite clearly what in fact
the situation is with regard to thi:s arbitrati,on
board. First of all, in the Comrnission text, as
agreed to by the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment, it is to my mind quite clear
that either party, either the employer or the
workers, can require the initiation of the arbitra-
tion procedure. Paragraph 2 of Article 8 of the
Commission text, which was left unchanged by
our committee, says that 'if negotiations fail to
secure agreement between the parties within two
months, each of them may refer the matter to an
arbitration board...' This to my mind is quite
clear.
Secondly, in my report, with regard to the one
month which is allotted to the arbitration board
to deal with its affairs, we are faced with the
extraondinarily unsatisfactory, and indeed ridi-
culous, situation that this very important matter
was not referred to at all in the English, German
and Danish versions. The phrase 'within one
month'simply did not appear. In other languages
it did. This seems to me an altogether fantastic
situation and one I think that those who are con-
cerned ought to try and ,avoid in the case of
future ,documents that come before this Parlia-
ment. I am talking, naturally, about the mergers
document and not about the De Keersmaeker
report.
The Commission did intend that the arbitration
board should be given one month, and this was
clear to the Committee on Socia1 Affairs and
Employment. The Legal Affairs Committee very
kindly brought this matter to our notice and I
referred to it in the committee discussions. Sb I
can say that the view of the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment was that the
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arbitration board should be given one month
to do its job.
The remaining question I will not deal with
now, because I do not think it is really under
discussion yet-namely, the question of the
completion of the merger before the negotiations
are completed. I will merely say that the major-
ity of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Emplo;rment took the view, and incorporated it
in their report in the form of an amendment,
that the procedures of arbitration, negotiation
and so on must be completed before the carrying
out of the operation. I would urge Parliament,
thenefore, to adhere to our committee's views
in order that the legal situation is the same both
under this document, the third directive, and
under the directive on mergers.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bertrand.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I
must apologise for asking to speak a second time,
but I should like to make a few remarks in
connection with what Mr Broeksz has said. I
should first of all like to thank him for not
objecting to the words 'one month' and 'binding',
but I must, however, point out that he was
speaking about a text I have never seen. On
page 10 of the Dutch version of the De Keers-
maeker report I find the European Commission's
text, which is wonded as follows: 'If the merger
is prejudicial to the employees' interest, the
management organs shall initiate negotiations
with the employees' representatives, before the
General Meeting discusses the merger, with a
view to reaching agreement on the measures to
be taken regarding the employees. If no agree-
ment is reached in these negotiations, each of
the parties may ask the public authority to act
as intermediary'.
That was the Commission's text. I wonder where
you got the idea, Mr Broeksz, that the Com-
mission was thinking in terms of arbitration here.
The original text provides for mediation by the
public authority. Arbitration is only mentioned
,in the Yeats report on the new proposal of
September 1974. That's where the Commission
came forward with the ideas of arbitration. I
shall now read you this text too: '...each of them
rnay refer the matter to an arbitration board...'.
This is the Commission text. Thus the Commis-
sion clearly states 'each of them'. I should like to
draw your attention to this fact. Our amendrnmt
does not, therefore, conflict with the Commis-
sion's text.
This is not, however, the end of the matter. You
want to replace the phrase, 'each of (the parties)'
by the phrase '...they may refer the matter by
mutual consent to an arbitration body...'.
Mr Broeksz, you appear to believe that only
the managements make proposals during nego-
tiations. But in most cases mergers involve pro-
posals from the employees too. I will give you
an example. Company A takes over company B
with the result that X number of jobs irr co,m-
pany B disappear. The trade unions demand that
the redundant employees from company B
should receive severance pay amounting to
100 000 Bfrs. However, the management does not
agree to this. You are now making it impossible
for the trade unions to call for arbitration on
this point, since your proposaJ. is that the parties
may refer the matter to arbitration by mutual
consent, i.e. if the management says no, the
persons affected cannot call for arbitration oh
their claim for 100 000 Bfrs.
Let me give you another example. It frequently
happens that the employees of one firm enjoy
special pension rights by virtue of a group
insurance scheme, which means that their pen-
sions are higher than normal.
Obviously, then, the employees involved will ash
the transferee to take over the group insurance
scheme. Let us assurne th,at the managemerrt
refuses to do so, and no agreement is reached.
Your text precludes the possibility of these
employees calling for arbitration, sinoe the
management will not agree to do this on,a joint
basis. You are therefore putting the employees
in an impossible position, since it is particularly
in cases of mergers that they will tlave demands
to make, usually vra their trade unions. But
your proposal prevents them from calling for
anbitration if the management does not meet
their requests. This is ulacceptable, since it is
in total conflict with the idea of safeguarding
the acquired rights of ennployees. Each of the
parties must, therefore, have a right to call for
arbitration.
I feel sure you will agree, Mr Broeksz, that hav-
ing negotiated and argued for two months
without neaching agreement, the parties are not
very likely to seek arbitnation on the basi:s of
mutual consent. Both parties must therefore
have the right to eall for anbitration, if ttre
interests of both parties involved are to be safe-
guarded.
I should like to stress this point. Your amend-
ment represents a real restriction and therefore
constitutes a genuine threat to the safeguarding
of the rights and advantages of employees in
cases of mergers. I therefore ask you not to
press for the adoption of this amendment. I
mean this seriously, since I know fro,m experi-
ence what normally happens in practice, i.e. it
is the proposals from the trade unions which
form the basis of the deliberations, not those of
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the management. I hope you will think about
this.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I think there
has indeed been a misunderstanding between Mr
Bertrand and myself. May I begin with the
original Commission proposal, which referred to
mediation by the public authority. As soon as
the mediation by the public authority is
requested there is a right to strike. The
employees are not deprived of this rig,ht; this is
my basic assumption. If one considers the first
few phrases of point 4 of the De Keersmaeker
report it is clear that it is based on the assump-
tion that the employees' representatives are dis-
satisfied-not the employers, but the employees.
Mr Bertrand says that he is a syndicalist. This
word has a slightly different meaning in my
country. I can hardly claim to be a syndicalist,
but I have been a trade unionist since my early
youth. That is, however, a small linguistic quib-
ble, Mr Bertrand. All I can say is that I, too,
have been ,active in the trade union movement
since I was eighteen.
It seems to me, therefore, that the De Keers-
maeker report takes as its basis a situati,on in
which the employees are dissatisfied. What hap-
pens then?
Negotiations begin. If these negotiations produce
no results, in other word.s, if the dissatisfied
employees do not get satisfaction, they must
have the right to call for arbitration. What does
the De Keersmaeker report have to say on this?
It say that both parties have this right.
I am not suggesting that the trade unions rnust
call for arbitration. They may do so, but they
may also strike. If they do strike, however,
instead of calling for arbitration. then, in the
case Mr Bertrand quoted, no-one can stop the
employers requesting afbitration, thereby mak-
ing the strike illegal. In my view, this i,s quite
wrong, Mr President, and in conflict with the
interests of the employees as originally con-
ceived in the De Keersm,aeker report. I oppose
this. I also said at the meeting of the Legal
Affairs Committee that I could give my support
provided the employee's right to strike was not
affected.
This amendment clearly affects the right to
strike. This is why we oppose it, though we do
not, of course, maintain that employees must
always strike; the two parties oan also conduct
negotiations, and jointly call for arbitration if
they find that they cannot agree. There are cases
in which arbitration is jointly requested in a
reason,able manner, Mr President. But that is
something quite different from allowing the
employers to'do so unilaterally thereby depriv-
ing the workers of their right to strike. We do
not accept this. We therefore oppose the amend-
ment tabled by Mr Bertrand and his Group and
shall vote against it. The examples given by Mr
Bertrand defeat his own argument. He said that
the employees could be put at a disadvantage
and gave a number of examples. There I can
only agree with him. Mr Bertrand is quite right
-the employees could indeed be put at a dis-advantage. But what can they do about it? In
the case quoted by Mr Bertrand they can no
longer do anything. Or rather, they can still
do something, but so can the management. They
can take a unilateral step which makes the right
to strike impossible. The members of your Group
know this as well as I do, Mr Bertrand. Just ask
the gentleman on your right. He will confirm
that in the Netherlands, for example, the right
to strike ceases the moment an arbitration pro-
cedure is initiated. The right to strike no longer
exists and the courts will condemn such a strike
and put an end to it. These are the hand facts
of trade union experience. We cannot allow this
situation to arise and therefore we shall vote
against Mr Bertrand's amendment.
I must admit, however, that the directive discus-
sed in the Yeats report represents a d.ifferent
approach on the part of the Commission. I do
not agree with this approach and we shall op-
pose it too. We have also tabled amendments to
the Yeats report with regard to this matter. We
hope, however, that the amendment tabled by
the Christian-Democratic Group, which deprives
the employees of their right to strike, will be
rejected.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach, Member of the Commission oJ
the Europeolt Comnr,unities. 
- 
Mr President, I
have very little to add to what I have already
stated, but a couple of specific questions on the
matter under discussion have been put to me.
In the De Keersmaeker report, towards the bot-
tom of page 12, the Legal Affairs Committee'
states that the provisions they suggest for a new
Article 6 of the third directive do not affect
national laws and national practice on the
exercise of the right to strike. Mr Broeksz is
entirely right when he says that the meaning.
the very nature of arbitration excludes the right
to strike. So, if these two parts of the report,
the comments on page 12 and the proposals
themselves on page 9, are to be logically linked,
and f am sure that the Legal Affairs Committee
is logical, there must be a point where the
workers take a position, having been informed
of the planned merger, having been given a
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report, having had the opportunity' to ask
questions and familiarize themselves with the
situation. This stage is described in paragraph 3
of Article 6. Having gone through that stage,
which I shall call the information and negotia-
tion stage, they have to make up their mind.
They have to make up their mind whether to
use their right to strike, in ttrose co,untries where
this is allowed, or to avail themselves of what
is new in this proposal and what I consider a
step forward-namely, a negotiation and arrbi-
tration procedure which can avoid confrontation
and lead to a peaceful settlement. But they have
to make the choice, and that is why this morn-
ing I said that it is the workers and the workers
alone who at a given po,int have to decide
whether they will use whatever legal right they
have to strike, or enter into negotiations endiag,
if necessary, in arbitration. They, the workers
alone, make this choice, and that was what I
neferred to this morning. But once they make
that choice, they have taken the decision refer-
red to at the beginning of paragraph 4 of Arti-
cle 6. Paragraph 4 has two parts, but I consider
it to be an indivisible whole, comprising
negotiations and, if they fail, arbitration. There-
fore the only possible difference of opinion
between Mr Broeksz and myself is the point
in the proceedings at which the workers make
their choice, because we do agree that they
make their choice and they make their choice
alone. I think they do this when they open the
door to Article 6(a). Mr Broeksz is worried on
this point. That is why he has tabled an amerrd-
ment to the second subparagraph o'f Article 6(4)
and I made my views known on that earlier this
morning. For me paragnaph 4 is an indivisible
whole.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr De Kee,rsmaeke,r, rapporteur. 
- 
(NL) The
amendment tabled by the Christian-Democratic
Group contains two alterations to the Legal Af-
fairs Committee's text.
First of all there is the word 'binding'. From the
strictly legal point of view I find this unneces-
sary. Nonetheless, I think the political signifi,c-
ance of a guarantee that the decision will be
implemented is so great that I fully agree to it
being made explicit in the text. I thus have no
objections here.
As regards the time limit of one month I share
the concern of the Christian-Democratic Group,
which is also felt by the Soc,ialist Group, albeit
from a different angle. I should like to remind
you that the Legal Affairs Comrnittee did no'.
propose a time limit for strictly legal reasons,
since in the first place it is superfluous and, ,in
the second place, would involve certain risks in
the light of existing legislation in various
Member States. For these reasons, which I also
explained this morning, I do not recommend the
adoption of a time limit.
As regards Amendment No 2 tabled by Mr
Adams and other members of the Socialist
Group, I can only say that I agree with the
arguments put forwand by Mr Bertrand and Mr
Gundelach.
Mr Broeksz, this morning I gave what was in
my view a fairly co'mplete account of the various
stages of the procedure.
After what Mr Gundelach called stage one,
which includes both the drawing up and issuing
of the report and the obligatory negotiations,
the employees' representatives can do whatever
their particular national laws permit, but, in
addition, and Mr Gundelach was very clear on
this point, they can choose a different line of
action which they alone have the right to choose.
i.e. they can demand a time limit for the negotia-
tions, which will give way to an arbitration stage
if no agreement is reached. Both parties can, of
course, request arbitnation-this is inherent in
its very nature. But the employee's representa-
tives can also make use of the means that they
have always had at their disposal by virtue of
their national legislation, or have recourse to the
ad,ditional possibility offered by this text and
which they alone can use-with all the con-
sequences described here. Your proposal to the
effect that they should call for arbitration in or
after joint consultation is, in my view, pointless;
if the employees were to accerpt this they would
have fewer rights than they had had previously,
since they would then no longer have the right
to make a unilateral request for negotiations.
I therefore urge Parliament not to adopt this
amendment.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bermani.
Mr Bermani. 
- 
(l) Mr President, as a member
of the Legal Affairs Committee an'd the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment I have
heard these problems discussed many many
times, but, if I may say so' it has always struck
me as a discussion among deaf people.
I shoutrd now like to give an explanation of vote
to the effect that I will not support the amended
version of paragraph 4 of Article 6. It is true
that I am a mernber of the Legal Aff'airs Com-
mittee, but owing to illness I was absent from
the beginning of December until the beginning
of March. This document was adopted on
? February and if I had been able to attend
the meeting I would have voted against it, as
I have always opposed the ideas contained in
paragraph 4.
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I understand Mr Gundelach when he invites us
to consider the beginning of the Article accord-
ing to which the enployees are entitled to
initiate negotiations. We agree on this point, but
initiating negotiations does not, irt the next para-
graph of the same article, lead to the results
we would wish. Obviously once a cyclist pushes
his bike across the starting line the race is on.
But if there are nails scattered over the track
there can no longer be any question of a fair
race.
The central issue is that of arbitration which
either of the parties may call for if no agreernent
is reached. But we must not underestimate what
Mr Broeksz said a moment ago, namely that
in the Netherlands and in other Member States
the right to strike ceases with the application
of an arbitration procedure.
The right to strike, is, however, a much more
important weapon in the defence of employees'
interests. And since workers are deprived of the
right to strike when an arbitration procedure is
initiated, and since either of the parties may call
for such a procedure, we as Socialists cannot
support a proposal of this kind. We consider
that it would be prejudicial to the interests of
the workers since it would give the employers
the right to call for arbitration, thereby provid-
ing them with a way of stopping strikes, which,
as I said before, are the most powerful weapon
in the workers' armoury.
This is why my Socialist colleagues and I will
oppose the provision laid down in paragraph 4
of Article 6. I would have opposed this provisionjust as firmly at the meetings of the Legal
Affairs Committee if my health had not pre-
vented me from attending them. '
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 4 to the
vote.
Amendment No 4 is adopted.
Amendment No 2 is accor<iingly no longer neces-
sary.
The next item is therefore Amendment No 3.
I call Mr Broeksz to move .Armendment No 3.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I think there
are two questions involved here, namely: can the
process of arbitration have effect before agree-
ment has been reached on the conditions of
employment in the widest sense, and can the
economic aspects of the merger then go ahead
or not? These are the two questions that must
be answered.
It appears to be felt that the economic imple-
mentation of the nrerger can only proceed after
everything has been fully settled. We feel,
however, that negotiations on conditions of
employment in the broad sense need not prevent
arbitration from taking effect, since clearly if
agreement is reached later or if the arbitration
body m,akes a decision regarding the conditions
of employment, it must subsequently be put into
operation.
I therefore do not think there is any need to
stipulate that the merger as a whole cannot take
place before agreement has been reached on the
conditions of employment.
It seems to me better to say that the merger
can take place subject to post factum establish-
ment of the conditions of employment in the
widest sense, as subsequently agreed upon.
We therefore feel that since a binding decision
will clearly be made after the two months of
negotiations, i.e. after a total of three months,
the management should be allowed to go ahead
with economic aspects of the merger.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats. 
- 
Mr President, I would again like to
say a few words on the views on this matter of
the Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment. First of all, I am not absolutely clear as
to what is intended by the wording of this
amendment providing that the operation may
only be carried out 'if the economic and social
advantages of the employees are guaranteed.'
Now, on one meaning or one reading of this
phrase, I think one can say that the Commis-
sion has already provided for this situation. If
I may refer, Mr Broeksz, to the Commission
document on mergers, Article 3, paragraph 1,
reads: 'The employment relationship entered
into by the transferor shall be automatically
transferred to the transferee with all rights and
obligations. This also applies to rights and
obligations arising from customary industrial
practice. Any declaration on the part of the
transferor or the transferee [that is, the old
employer and the new employerl intended to
exclude or limit the transfer of the employment
relationship shall not be legally valid'.
Then paragraph 2 states: 'Where the rights and
obligations arising from the employment rela-
tionship are based on plant or company agree-
ment concluded by the transferor [or the former
employerl, these rights and obligations shall be
autqmatically transferred to the transferee.'
It seems to me, therefore, that as provided in
the Commission's docu,ment' on mergers, the
economic and social advantages of a pre-existing
nature pertaining to the employees mtrst auto-
matically be carried over.
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If, on the other hand, Mr Broeksz has something
else in mind, if he has in mind some further
advantages which are not laid down in the Com-
mission's document, my view would be that this
phrase is so vague that it would be impossible
to enforce it legally. I think that for these
reasons this amendment ought nor to be adopted,
either because it is already covered by the Com-
mission document or, i-f it refers to some other
aspect, because it is so vaguely phrased that it
would really be impossible to enforce.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, a similar
amendment to the Yeats report has been tabled
by Mr De Keersmaeker on behalf of the Legal
Affairs Committee. I am referring to Amend-
ment No 2, which proposed that the Commis-
sion's original text should be restored. This
amendment on behalf of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee has exactly the same aim as Amendment
No 3 to the De Keersmaeker report. In other
words, Mr De Keersmaeker has tabled an amend-
ment to the Yeats report on behalf of the Legal
Affairs Committee and we wish to table a
similar amendment to the De Keersmaeker
report. I do not think, therefore, that Mr De
Keersmaeker will have any objections to our
amendment. At least I hope not.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr De Keersmaeke r, raptr)orteur,l. 
- 
1ff.,1 Vfr
President, ladies and gentlemen, although I
share Mr Broeksz's concern I do not understand
the logic behind the amendment, since it says:
'...During the negotiations provided for in para-
graphs 2 and 3 and during the arbitration
procedure, the operation may only take place if
the economic and social advantages of the
employees are guaranteed.'
If this text is in fact correct, I would ask you to
revise it since it is unacceptable as it stands.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) I carlnot agree with the
way the text has been translated. This is whyI explained what it means. The intention of this
amendment is precisely the same as that of
Amendrnent No 2 to the Yeats report tabled by
Mr De Keersmaeker, i.e. that the merger can go
ahead even before agreement has been reached
on the conditions of employment, since these
will subsequently be established. If, therefore,
Mr De Keersmaeker will read the Dutch text
of his Amendment No 2 to the Yeats report he
will know exactly what we mean. I regret,
however, that it is not very clearly expressed in
the Dutch version of our amendment.
President. 
- 
I call Mr De Keersmaeker.
Mr De Keersmaeker, rapporteur. 
- 
(NL) I am
sorry, but I can only comment on the text I have
before me and which I have read. The first
sentence is quite superfluous since it is quite
clear from the text of the report that the ope-
ration, i.e. the merger process, cannot in fact
be delayed during these two stages. But the rest
of the amendment is completely unacceptable
since it says that during the arbitration proced-
ure 'the operation may only take place if the
economic and social advantages of the employees
are guaranteed'. I find the intention laudable,
but what is important is that the result of the
arbitration procedure should be accepted, and if
you set conditions like these the entire system
of arbitration loses all its force. For who is
going to say whether these conditions have in
fact been met? The same people who made the
decision in the arbitration body? If so, there
would be no way of checking anything and so no
one would be responsible for the decision. This
is quite out of the question as it would weaken
the entire system.
President. 
- 
Mr Broeksz says that the Dutch
text does not correspond to the original text of
the amendment, which was drawn up in German.
Perhaps we could vote on the text in the original
German version.
I call Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats. 
- 
Mr President, I think the problem
arises simply because there are two amend-
ments here and Mr Broeksz is talking about one
of them while everybody else is talking about
the other. There is Amendment No B, which
I understood Mr Broeksz to start speaking about.
This reads, and I will read it slowly so that it
can be translated into all languages:
'Article 6 (4)
At the end of this paragraph, add the following
sentence:
"...During the negotiations provided for in para-
graphs 2 and 3 and during the arbitration
procedure, the operation may only take place if
the economic and social advantages of the
employees are guaranteed."'
Now there is another amendment, by Mr Ber-
trand,-No l-and this is the one I think that
Mr Broeksz has recently been talking about, but
we have not, I hope, yet come to it. This amend-
ment proposes to add the following new para-
graph after paragraph 4 of Article 6:
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'The negotiation or arbitration procedure refer-
red to in the previous paragraphs should be
completed before the merger takes place.'
These are two different concepts and to my mind
we are at the moment talking about Amendment
No 3, which is a totally different matter. I think
there has been a misunderstanding about the
amendments rather than a linguistic conflict.
President. 
- 
Mr Broeksz, would you perhaps
read out the text in Dutch as you consider it
should be translated from the German.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I shall try but
I am not a sworn translator from German. The
meaning is, however, clear.
The merger can take place even before the
negotiations on the conditions of employment
are completed since the decisions reached can
be implemented post tactum. This, I agree,
conflicts with Amerrdment No I by Mr Bertrand,
according to which the merger should not take
place before the negotiations on the conditions
of employment are comPleted.
What, however, does the Legal Affairs Commit-
tee propose with respect to the other report? It
proposes that the Commission's original text
should be restored, i.e. the amendment tabled by
Mr De Keersmaeker on behalf of the Legal
Affairs Committee is precisely the reverse of
that tabled by Mr Bertrand' This is why we
are in difficulties. One proposes that the merger
operation should go ahead pending the results
of the negotiations on the conditions of employ-
ment, which must subsequently be imple-
mented since the arbitration decision is probably
binding. The other says that the entire merger
should wait until everything is finally settled.
Mr De Keersmaeker on behalf of the Legal
Affairs Committee has now tabted an amend-
ment to the Yeats report to the effect that the
economic aspects of the merger should go ahead
without waiting tlntil the negotiations are com-
pleted.
A merger can, after aII, be greatly to the advan-
tage of both companies involved and to their
employees, both from the economic point of view
and as regards the future of the employees, even
if the negotiations on the conditions of employ-
ment are not yet comPleted.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bertrand.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, Mr
Broeksz generally listens very carefully, but this
time something has escaped him, namely the
fact that I said that I would withdraw my
Amendment No 1 if Amendment No 4 tabled by
the Christian-Democratic Group was adopted.
That has in fact now happened. This, Mr
Broeksz, is the cause of all the confusion.
Your text can also be withdrawn since we have
the guarantee that at least until the arbitration
procedure is completed everything will remain
as it was for the employees.
The arbitration only takes effect after the arbi-
tration body has made its decision. You can,
therefore, withdraw your amendment too since
you have a complete guarantee.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) I am willing to withdraw
it, provided that we are agreed that the same
will be done with Amendment No 2 by Mr De
Keersmaeker to the Yeats rePort.
President. 
- 
Amendment No 3 is therefore
withdrawn.
On Article 6(4) I have Amendment No 1, tabled
by Mr Alfred Bertrand on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment and
worded as follows:
'After Article 6(4), insert the following new para-
graph:
"4a. The negotiation or arbitration procedure re-
ferred to in the previous paragraphs shouldbe completed before the merger takes
place."'
However, this amendment can now also be
regarded as withdrawn.
I call Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats. 
- 
Mr President, I am very sorry
indeed to intervene at a time when it seems
that everyone has happily reached agreement,
but I think I must point out that, after prolonged
discussion, the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment decided by a narrorir majority to
include the stipulation that the negotiation and
arbitration procedures must be completed before
the carrying out of the merger. We discussed
this on many occasions and, as I say, it was
passed by a narrow majority of only 8 votes to
? with 2 abstentions, but this is nevertheless the
established view of the committee and, as I think
we all agree, the taw on these subjects must be
the same in the two documents, both the pro-
posal on mergers that we will be discussing later
and this present third directive that we are
discussing now. It is essential that the same
position should be adopted in each case. So, as
rapporteur for the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment, I must request on the com-
mittee's behalf that we should stick by its deci-
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sion, even though it was only taken by a nar_
row decision.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Scott-Hopkins to speak
on a point of order.
Mr Scott-Hopkins. 
- 
Mr president, with thegreatest respect to my honourable friend, Mr
Yeats, he is talking about a report that we are
not even discussing yet. When we come to the
Yeats report let us deal with the matters he has
raised. We have wasted one hour on discussing
two amendments, which have both been with_
drawn. I suggest we now get on with the voting
and finish the De Keersmaeker report.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
We shall now consider the motionfor a resolution contained in the report by Mr
De Keersmaeker.
I have no amendments listed.
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.
The resolution is adopted. ,
Thank you, Mr Gundelach, for your contribution
to the debate.
9. Directiue on the retention of the rights
of employees in the case of nlergers
President. 
- 
The next item is the debate on the
report drawn up by Mr yeats on behalf of the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
on the proposal from the Commission of tfre
European Communities to the Council for adirective on harmonization of the legislation of
Member States on the retention of the rights
and advantages of employees in the case of
mergers, takeovers and amalgamations (Doc.
385l74lrev.).
I call Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr president, thisdirective attemps to deal with the difficult,
complex and sensitive problem of the rights of
workers in the event of a change of ownership
of a company by which they are employed. The
emergence of this proposal is, in itself, a recogni_tion of the need for the protection of the
acquired rights and advantages of employees in
the case of mergers, takeovers and amalgama-
tions.
There is an obvious need also for the harmoni_
zation of the legislation of the Member States
in this field. Until now the interventions by theCommunities in the field of company law had
been directed in the main at the harmonization
of legislation protecting the rights of share_holders. The Committee on Sociat Affairs andEmployment has therefore welcomed this newintervention, which, for the first time, sets outthe rights of the workers, who are, after a1l,
essential to the continued well_being of any
company. In spite of the vital nature of their
contribution, the position of the workers in the
event of a merger or takeover is often very
weak.
The proposed directive adopts a radical approach
to the question of the development of employees,
rights. The proposals contained in this will be
novel to a number of the Member States. In fact
the position in the Community at the moment is
that five of the Member States have no legisla-
tion of any substance on this subject. The other
four have legislation of widely differing charac-
teristics, giving in certain cases a very defective
element of protection to the workers. Thus there
would in any case be a real need for Community
intervention in this regard.
The need for action, however, becomes even
more urgent when one considers the develop_
ment of concentration during the past dozenyears or so. Statistics show that between 1g62
and 1970 the annual number of amalgamations
between undertakings in the six original Mem_
ber States rose from 1TB to 612. For the secondhalf of.this period, from 1966 to lg?0, the rate
of increase doubled as compared with the period
between 1962 and 1966. This continuing trend
towards amalgamation has led to a situation in
some Member States where the turnover of the
hundred largest industrial undertakings has
risen to 50 per cent of the total.
This is therefore an important proposal, and we
welcome the initiative of the Commission. There
is no need to stress the difficulties that the very
rapid development of concentration may causefor workers. Even the rumour that a chinge of
owner is about to take place may create thefear that the workers will be faced with
redundancies or with other changes prejudicial
to their interests. When the merger or takeover
does in fact take place, workers may find them-
selves without a job or with a lower income orinferior status. There is, in such cases, a very
real need to protect the rights and advantages
acquired by these employees prior to the changein employer. Previous experience suggests thatit is unlikely that in the foreseeable future these
matters will be dealt with at all adequately by
legislation at the national level. In any event,
since a high proportion of concentrations now
take the form of cross-border link-ups withinI OJ No C 95 0f 28. 4. 19?5.
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the Community, it is clear that a common Com-
munity approach is required in order to safe-
guard the rights of workers in the event of
mergers or takeovers of companies and under-
takings.
The Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment found itself in full agreement with the
aims that the Commission hopes to achieve in
this draft directive, even though there were
some respects in which we felt that the docu-
ment was unduly vague. There were certain
matters of detail on which the committee has
proposed amendments with a view, in particular,
to the strengthening of the safeguards for the
protection of workers that are contained in the
draft directive.
I will deal in detail later with these amendments
that have been made by the committee. First,
however, I should point out that the general
aim of the directive is to protect previously
acquired entitlements of workers in the case of a
change of employer. This aim is to be achieved
in three ways: firstly, by the automatic transfer
of the employment relationship from the old to
the new employer; secondly, by the protection of
employees against dismissal as a result exclusi-
vely of a change in the structure of the under-
taking-and this of course raises the question
of compensation payments; thirdly by the giving
of prior notice to the representatives of workers
that a merger is about to take place, followed
by a process of consultation and negotiation with
regard to the interests of the employees.
All this is satisfactory as far as it goes. There
are, however, some obvious weaknesses, in
particular a lack of any real distinction between
the process of harmonization and the possibility
of national legislation. In its introduction to this
document the Comrnission says, and we agree
completely with it, that harmonization is neces-
sary because of deficiencies in national legisla-
tion with regard to the preservation of workers'
rights. When it comes to the actual terms of the
draft directive, on the other hand, we are told
over and over again that legal matters of vital 
.
importance are left to be decided not by the
Community but by national legislation. In
particular, the Commission has refrained from
laying down definitions with regard to what
should be regarded as unfair dismissals, nor is
there any real attempt to deal with the legal
consequences of such dismissals.
I should, however, Iike to stress that in spite of
these weaknesses in the document the committee
has welcomed the proposals of the Commission
as a positive and useful step forward. The
amendments of the committee that I now pro-
pose to explain in greater detail are simply
intended to ensure that the highly desirable
aims of the draft directive may be more readily
achieved. I should stress also that, in considering
these amendments, the committee has ende-
avoured to maintain a fair balance between the
sometimes conflicting interests of emplclyers
and employees. The main purpose of the
directive of course is the protection of the
rvorkers' interests, and in its amendments the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
has tried to make this purpose more effective.
Nonetheless, in the drafting of its amendments
the committee has aimed to preserve also the
legitimate interests of employers and share-
holders.
Now I should like to refer very briefly to the
various amendments that were made by the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment.
There is first of all an amendment to the fourth
recital on the draft directive of the Commission.
It is an amendment which, because it is simply
to a recital, is not of any great practical legal
importance, but is of some importance as an
assertion of principle. The Commission's text in
the fourth recital begins: 'Whereas changes in
undertakings' structure are not in line with this
purpose, but on the contrary adversely affect
conditions for workers on and off the job...'Both
the Legal Affairs Committee and the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs recom-
mended our old Social Affairs Committee to
change this, since clearly there are many mer-
gers which are very much in the interests of
workers and it is quite wrong to suggest that
they adversely affect conditions for workers. We
have therefore amended the recital to read:
'Whereas changes in undertakings' structure
may on the contrary adversely affect conditions
for workers...' This is not, as I say, of much
importance but it does at least assert the prin-
ciple of the matter.
I would like to thank both Mr Pianta and the
members of the Legal Affairs Committee for
their extremely helpful opinion on this whole
matter. They raised a number of matters which
we found extremely helpful. They recom-
mended that there should be an amendment to
Article 1. This is set out in page 18 of my own
report. It regards the legal definition of merger.
I think there is no need to go into the tech-
nicalities of this matter, except to say that we
found ourselves regretfully unable to agree to
this amendment, because we felt that it is of
vital importance for workers that the strict legal
meaning of a merger should be clear. If, as sug-
gested by the Legal Affairs Committee, certain
words were deleted, then there would inevitably
be occasions on which an element of doubt could
arise as to wether a particular transaction did
bring about a merger. The Committee on Social
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Affairs and Employment felt strongly that
employers, or indeed in certain cases speculators,
ought not to be enabled to claim, in particular
cases, that a merger did not come under the
provisions of this directive for legal reasons and
that therefore the workers could not claim any
rights under it. rWhile respecting the intentions
of the Legal Affairs Committee, we therefore
felt unable to accept this proposed amendment.
We did, however, ourselves amend Article 4 of
the directive by inserting a new paragraph 2.
Paragraph I of Article 4 in the Commission's
text reads: 'Mergers and takeovers shall not
constitute in themselves a reason for termination
of the employment relationship on the part of
the tranferor or the transferee. This shall not
apply to dismissals made in connection with
mergers and takeovers necessitated by pressing
business reasons.' Now obviously in this connec-
tion the precise definition of pressing business
reasons is of vital importance. The Commission
stated that they found themselves in great dif-
ficulties when trying to define this term. In their
explanatory memorandum, on page 7 of the
English text, they say that the proposed
directive purposely avoids listing such business
reasons. These reasons can vary so widely,
depending on the circumstances surrounding
each case, that to list them would only cause
confusion. And they go on to say that it is essen-
tially a task for the legislator and the courts in
the individual Member States to define the con-
cept of a pressing business reason. But it seemed
to us and to the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment that it would be just as difficult
for national legislators and for national courts
to lay down any general rules which would
cover pressing business reasons or the multi-
tudinous circumstances which could arise. We
also felt that it would be highly undesirable that
the definition of pressing business reasons
should be left to the courts in each individual
case. There would be endless possibilities for
litigation, endless possibilities for uncertainty as
to what precisely this term could mean. We
therefore decided to insert into the Commis-
sion's text a new paragraph, which reads: 'Save
where otherwise determined by the laws, regu-
lations and administrative provisions of the
Members States, "pressing business reasons"
have to be determined during the negotiations
between workers' representatives and the
transferor and transferee as shown in Article 8.'
Then, as is necessary for legal purposes, there
is a further sentence providing that the provi-
sions of the directive on mass dismissals shall
not be affected by this provision. This amend-
ment means in effect that the various negotia-
tions and possibly arbitration, under Article 8
of this directive, between the employers and the
workers must decide what pressing business
reasons means. It is, I think, a simple way of
dealing with the situation, and I would recom-
mend Members of Parliament to accept this
amendment.
On Article 8, we proposed various amendmeats.
The difficulty to our mind was that the Com-
mission's text provided in paragraph 1 of Article
8 that the transferor and transferee-that is, the
old and the new employer-'shall be required,
before carrying out the projected operation, to
inform the representatives of their respective
workers... of the reasons that led them to con-
sider such an operation...' Now the word 'before'
could mean two months, two years or two
minutes. This would entitle someone, for
example, who was taking over a company to
usher the representatives of the workers into
the boardroom to explain to them that there
was going to be a takeover, that there was going
to be a re-organization, a rationalization, that so
many hundred workers were going to be dismis-
sed, or that other adverse circumstances would
come about for the workers. They could then
say, 'Wel1, thank you, gentlemen, for listening
to us.' And the moment the workers' repre-
sentatives had left the room, they could sign the
contract and the merger would be in being.
It seemed to us highly undesirable that this
should be allowed, and we therefore provided
in our amendment that this information should
be given at least two months before carrying
out the propected operation, except in specialjustified cases. Now this phrase 'in specialjustified cases' is of great importance. It was
pointed out in the course of the discussions in
committee that some mergers and takeovers take
place in order to increase the profitability of the
concern and there is no particular urgency. In
many other cases, however-and as Lady Elles
pointed out earlier today, in the present econo-
mic circumstances these may be the majority of
cases-you will have a situation where a com-
pany is about to go bankrupt and only a very
urgent takeover or merger with a profitable and
efficient concern can save the employment of
the workers.
The provision that this two-month period need
not apply in special justified cases is intended
to apply to this situation, in order to save a firm
and, in particular, in order to save the employ-
ment of the workers concerned. So while the
information should always be given before the
merger takes place, at the same time the two
months' period can be waived in such cases.
In the same article there is a further new para-
graph, paragraph 2, which provides for the
situation where none of the employees concerned
is in fact in a trade union. The Commission's
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text only provided for informing the represen-
tatives of the workers, that is the trade-union
representatives, but we felt that there were
many cases where workers would not be in any
trade union. For example, it is worth men-
tioning that the Commission produced statistics
in recent days pointing out that only 22 per cent
of French workers were organized in trade
unions, some 39 per cent of workers in the
German Federal Republic, 50 to 55 per cent in
Itaty, 52 per cent in Luxemboutg, 42 per cent
in the Netherlands and 49 per cent in the United
Kingdom. Obviously, therefore, there are very
Iarge numbers of workers who are not organized
in trade unions and of course these are the
workers who, generally speaking, are in the
weakest position, who are most in need of
protection under such circumstances. At the
same time, no one wants, and particularly we
did not wish in the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment, to run any risk of undermining
the negotiating position of trade unions, and
therefore our amendment is extremely limited.
It provides that in a case where 100 per cent of
the workers are non-union, the mere information
that a merger is about to take place must be
given to these workers. The later provisions for
negotiation at the request of the workers'
representatives, and later on for arbitration, do
not apply. In other words, the right and indeed
the sensible step for the workers to take, having
been given the information that a merger is
about to take place, is that then-in their own
interests, one can only assume-they should go
and find a union that they can join which can
negotiate with the employers. We have not
wished in any way to undermine the negotiating
position of unions and therefore the only provi-
sion in this amendment is that workers should
be informed; the initial information must be
given to the workers whether they are organized
in trade unions or not.
Then, at the end of the new paragraph 3 of
Article 8 there is a small tidying-up amendment,
which was again recommended to us by the
Legal Affairs Committee, providing that the
competent court referred to in connection with
the arbitration procedure should be the com-
petent court in the Member State in which the
company to be taken over is situated. I believe,
in fact, that since recommending this to us the
Legal Affairs Committee has decided that it was
not necessary after all, but it does no harm and
I am quite happy to leave it there even though
they apparently changed their mind.
Then in paragraph 4 of Article 8 we have, of
course, the matter which has already caused a
great deal of discussion here today and which
caused a great deal of discussion in the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment. The
Commission's text for this paragraph read: 'The
obligation to hold immediate discussions in para-
graph 1 and the negotiation and arbitration
procedures contained in paragraph 2 are not to
prejudice the operation'. In other words, the
negotiation and arbitration must proceed
alongside the merger. This led to a great deal
of discussion in our committee and, as I have
already mentioned, by a very narrow vote of
8 to 7 with 2 abstentions the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment decided to
incorporate the amendment which says that 'the
obligation to hold immediate discussions in
paragraph 1 and the negotiation and arbitration
procedures contained in paragraph 3 must be
completed before the carrying out of the ope-
ration'. In other words, the merger cannot take
place until the negotiation and arbitration
procedures have been finished.
Now, in the lengthy discussions that took place
in our committee there were two main schools
of thought. There were, on the one hand, those
who said that one should not, in such a case,
give to the workers the power of veto. It is
argued that in many cases this amendment
would have the effect of making mergers impos-
sible. And it was argued that, as a matter of
practical politics, there was no prospect at all
that this amendment would be acceptable to
the Council. On the other hand, there were
those-ultimately the majority-who supported
this amendment and said that it was unreason-
able that the merger should go through before
the workers' problems had been dealt with. It
was pointed out that in any event, in the case
of joint stock companies...
I will endeavour to finish rapidly, Mr President,
but the problem is that I can either deal with
these amendments now or later. It will save
time, I think, if I refer to these amendments
now, and this certainly would make the debate
easier, but I would ask you to bear in mind,
Mr President, that, apart from the amendments
the committee has made, there are 15 amend-
ments tabled which inevitably will take some
time. Indeed, it is a rather amusing situation
that we decided last December not to discuss
this matter because there were 14 amendments.
Now, four months later, we find there are 15.
President. 
- 
I must ask you to explain your
position presently when we come to the amend-
ments.
Mr Yeats. 
- 
WelI, Mr President, I will say no
more about this question of the veto because
clearly there is an amendment down on this
matter and I will deal with it later on.
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There was another amendment to paragraph 2
of Article 9 which we incorporated at the
request of the Legal Affairs Committee. It is
not a matter of any great difficulty, so I will
merely point out that we were happy to accept
this amendment from them.
So this completes the list of amendments
adopted by the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment. I should, perhaps, mention at
this stage that the committee considered with
care the 14 amendments remitted to it from the
plenary session last December, but none of these
was in fact adopted by the committee. Now
there are a large number of new amendments
but, at your request, Mr President, I will deal
with these when they come up later on.
May I conclude, Mr President, simply by repeat-
ing that our committee believes that this draft
directive will be a valuable addition to Com-
munity law. We believe that the amendments
as outlined will provide some further necessary
protection for the workers concerned, and I
ask Members to approve the report that is now
before us.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr P6tre to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr P6tre. 
- 
(.f') Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, it is my job today to put the view of the
Christian-Democratic Group on this proposed
directive, and first and foremost I would like
to say how closely interested we are in the two
proposed directives which we have been discus-
sing since this morning. Btrt, Mr President, I
feel bound to point out from the outset that
there does seem to be a certain amount of con-
fusion, though highly understandable in the cir-
cumstances, as Mr Bertrand and others said
this morning, between the reports made by Mr
De Keersmaeker and Mr Yeats.
In debates such as these we must never forget
that the proposed directive which is the subject
of the Yeats report includes all companies as
defined in Article 58, second paragraph, of the
Treaty establishing the EEC in the case of mer-
gers, takeovers and amalgpmations. On the other
hand, the proposed directive which was the
subject of Mr De Keersmaeker's report only
covers limited companies in the case of mergers
within national frontiers. It is very important
to remember this, Mr President, in order to
avoid any further confusion in the future.
This confusion is due to the fact that, while
these proposals have different objectives, the
aim of both, in my opinion, is to give the social
aspects of company law a legal framework by
adapting that law gradually to the requirements
of current social trends in the Community. This
means, Mr President, that the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group also attaches great importance to
the proposed directive and Mr yeats, report on
the protection of the rights and advantages of
employees in the event of mergers, takeovers
and amalgamations.
The particular aims of this proposal, of course-
this is how we look at it-are to give employees
a say in the problems raised by mergers, and to
protect acquired rights; it also seeks to provide
for all contingencies by instituting an arbitra-
tion procedure, in keeping with the requirements
of the social progress which is characteristic of
our time. Although we would not suggest that
this proposed directive will automatically do
away with the industrial unrest and disputes
which, as we all know, often arise when mergers
take place, we are nevertheless entitled to hope
that the procedure envisaged in the directive
may generally help to avert possible disputes by
ensuring that the workers are kept informed,
which is of the utmost importance, and by pro-
viding for the increasingly necessary consult-
ation machinery. We are the more in favour of
the proposal because it offers the possibility
of achieving positive results from both the social
and the business points of view. Nevertheless,
we are not over-optimistic about this, because
we know from experience that mergers always
raise difficult problems, and sometimes
extremely distressing ones, whatever one's point
of view. We can therefore do no less than
encourage, and I mean encourage, the Commis-
sion in its action to find solutions to these prob-
lems, which can be very painful and raise
strong feelings in industry.
Since Mr Yeats has commented very fully on
his report, on which I congratulate him, there
is no need for me to go over the various pro-
visions of the proposed directive. I think in any
case we can assume that these provisions are
sufficiently familiar to the House and I need
not dwell on them myself. I shall sum up, Mr
President, by saying that my Group welcomes
the machinery proposed by the Commission to
achieve its objectives, in particular as regards
the transfer of employment relationships and
rights from the old to the new employer as a
result of a merger and also the procedure for
the protection of workers against dismissal
resulting solely from changes in the company's
structure.
But, turning now to the Commission, and in
particular to Mr Hillery, there remains a certain
amount of anxiety among the members of my
Group regarding the real effectiveness of the
social protection measures proposed. The aim
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of this proposed directive, Iet it be emphasized
once again, is to harmonize the laws and regul-
ations in the Member States. To put it simply,
harmonization would be perfectly straightfor-
ward if the nine countries had more or less
similar legislation in this field, but of course
this is not so. This leads us to wonder whether
the directive will be observed in all respects
and in all the Member States, and if so when;
we also wonder what will happen if some of
the countries concerned do not make radical
changes to their legislation in this matter. We
would therefore be grateful if the Commis-
sioner could reassure us on this point.
Having made these few observations, it only
remains for me to say on behalf of the Chris-
tian-Democratic Group that we welcome the
proposed directive as a whole and also the
amendments which will be tabled by our col-
league Mr De Keersmaeker in a few moments.
My Group will however reject the amendments
tabled by our Communist colleagues, for the
following two reasons: firstly, as has already
been said and as the rapporteur has also pointed
out, these amendments 'u/ere previously pro-
posed and discussed at length in the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment, which reject-
ed all of them. Secondly, we have reread these
new amendments, but we feel obliged to say
quite simply that they seem superfluous to us
because they change neither the spirit nor the
main substance of the proposed directive, which
we ourselves consider a satisfactory step, broad-
ly speaking, towards the safeguarding of the
acquired rights and interests of employees'
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, subject to
these reservations, the Christian-Democratic
Group welcomes the proposed directive and will
vote for it. We also approve the text of the
report and the motion for a resolution presented
by the rapporteur for the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Adams to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Adams. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I can be very brief, as Mr Lauten-
schlager put forward our basic views when he
presented the opinion of our Group on Mr De
Keersmaeker's report. I should, however, like to
take this opportunity to thank the two rap-
porteurs, Mr De Keersmaeker and Mr Yeats,
for the hard and voluminous work which they
have carried out.
The matter we are tackling here is beyond
doubt of highly restricted relevance, specifically
because, as far as I know, only two of the Com-
munity Member States have arbitration pro-
cedures and arbitration,courts. None of the
others has these procedures and, if I am not
mistaken, there are still some trade unions in
the Member States which refuse to accept such
arbitration procedures.
It is therefore very difficult, of course, to
achieve harmonization in this field. On the other
hand, I naturally share the Commission's view
that this harmonization must be carried out,
since we are on the whole rather backward as
regards protective measures for employees, in
view of what has been happening for a long
time on the market and in the European Com-
munity, where we witness mergers, concentra-
tions and amalgamations every day without con-
sidering harmonization of employees' rights at
Community level. It is for this reason that we
welcome the Commission proposal.
I shall confine myself to these few remarks,
Mr President. We shall give our opinion on the
amendments with which we still have to deal
at a later stage.
President. 
- 
I calt Mr Premoli to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and A1lies Group.
Mr Premoli. 
- 
(l) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, concentrations of undertakings
within the EEC are on the increase. Mergers
between companies, transfers of ownership of
plants, or the purchase of part of the holdings of
one firm through another are the instruments
of these concentrations. I do not need to point
out that such structural modifications are bound
to have repercussions on the social situation of
the workers affected. The Community-which
must keep pace with an ever-changing society-
could neither remain indifferent to this fact nor
ignore it. Nevertheless, I feel that the terms of
the directive under examination over-emphasize
the rights and interests of the workers of the
company taken over, to the detriment of factors
and situations which should not to my mind be
overlooked.
The greater risk, of course, is run by the labour
force of the weaker, smaller company. Even
so, the employees of the company taking over
may also risk dismissal as a result of a merger.
It would be presumptuous to state o priori that
their situation is stable and that it is therefore
superfluous to protect these workers by means
of ad hoc provisions. Consequently, in view of
both the social and the legal requirements, it
would be desirable to introduce protective
measures for the entire work force of companies
involved in the above-mentioned operations. At
the same time the employee's prerogative of
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terminating his contract when a merger occurs
should be recognized, even if he does so for
reasons other than those stipulated in Article 4,
that is, because there have been substantial
changes in working conditions.
A worker's right to ask for the termination of
his contract following a merger or a change of
ownership of the company must be recognized
whatever the reason and must not therefore be
subject to special conditions. It may not be in
his interests to keep on his job for reasons other
than those taken into consideration. In short, the
very essence of the two directives we are now
debating consists in this connection of defin-ing the arbitration procedure to be applied
should the negotiations between the parties to
the contract prove unsuccessful.
Consultation of the trade unions and the organ_
izations representing the employees is in my
opinion an indispensable condition for the suc_
cess of the arbitration proeedure we envisage.It would indeed be absurd not to consult thepeople affected, because this would cause ten-
sion between the parties, perhaps even resultin an actual rejection of the arbitration proce_
dure by one or other of the two sides.
A further criticism concerns the precision of the
wording and texts of the negotiation in general
and of the arbitration procedure in particular.
Greater exactitude would undoubtedly admit ofbetter coordination, removing the dangers of
differing interpretations to the advantage of the
directives under examination a.nd thus elimin-
ating misunderstandings.
As the time at my disposal is limited I shall
move on to the heart of the matter. The Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment has
amended the Commission's text as regards the
upholding of workers' rights and interests in the
event of mergers between companies, changes
of ownership, and amalgamations of undertak-
ings, proposing that the negotiation and arbitra-
tion procedure be completed in full before the
merger can go through. This course would be
acceptable for the negotiation procedure. As it
has been established that the workers, repre-
sentatives must be informed of the imminence
of such an operation two months before it is
due to come into effect and, futhermore, as the
negotiation phase must end within two months,
purposeless adjournments could thus be avoided.
But in the case of the arbitration procedure set
out in this directive, it is not known what would
happen if one of the two sides failed to name
its own arbitrators more or less deliberately or,
if you like, with a more or less firm intention of
obstruction. If this gap were not filled immedi-
ately, the merger would obviously be confronted
with an obstacle similar to an actual veto. There
are more facets to the situation since, even when
arbitrators have been appointed, the parties
could disagree on the choice of chairman. The
procedure would be so watered down as to be a
positive hinderance to the progress of the mer-ger which, for a variety of reasons, must be
completed within relative short time limits.
My colleagues in the Liberal Group share my
view that the arbitration procedure must neces-
sarily be concluded before the merger comes into
effect; we are convinced that the decision has
an intrinsic binding effect on the social con-
sequences of the merger for the workers. These
arguments prompt the Liberal Group to support
the amendment of the Legal Affairs Committee
to the Yeats report. This amendment in fact
has the merit of making it possible to coordin-
ate the provisions the two directives devote to
the arbitration procedure. \Me likewise consider
that the removal of the obligation to complete
the negotiating and arbitration procedure before
the merger goes through is justified. I should
like to point out that the Liberal Group had pre-
viously put forward a formal proposal to that
effect.
In conclusion, hy desire-and I speak on behalf
of everyone in my Group-is that the Commis-
sion should get a clear idea of all the problems
connected with these two directives, problems
upon which I have only touched. If not, these
texts could contain dangerous legal and social
gaps. In other words, these problems must be
cleared up before the voting stage is reached.
President. 
- 
I call Lady Elles to speak on behalf
of the European Conservative Group.
Lady Elles. 
- 
Mr President, my group in prin-
ciple welcomes the report and particularly the
draft directive which the. Commission proposed.
I did make a general statement this morning
expressing the group's views and insisting on
the great importance we attach to protecting
worker's interests in the event of an amalgama-
tion, a merger or a takeover; but I would, Mr
President, at this point like to emphasize the
fact that, despite the somewhat misunderstood
name of our group, about which there have
been so many misinterpretations and misunder-
standings this afternoon, in the Conservative
Party, out of over 10 million voters, there will
be very very few who are not workers or who
will not be affected by this draft directive. This
directive is therefore also of great concern to
us as a political party-and the same I am sure
applies also to the Conservative Party in Den-
mark-for we are in fact all workers of one kind
or another, and will indeed be directly affected
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by this directive and therefore regard it as of
the greatest importance.
I would like to say just a word about the amend-
ments. We presented some amendments to Par-
liament at the December part-session, but agreed
to withdraw them because of the number of
amendments being presented, and as Mr Yeats
rightly said we discussed these amendments in
committee. It is only in a spirit of democracy
and cooperation that we have agreed not to
present again all the amendments which we
originally tabled. Our views were expressed in
those amendments, and I do not propose to take
up Parliament's time by going over all the argu-
ments again. However, I would like to say to
Mr P6tre that I take precisely the same views
as he did with regard to the amendments pro-
posed by the Communist Party, with regard
both to the substance, with which we disagree,
and to the procedure which they have again used
to take up the time of this Parliament today.
With regard to the transfer of rights, I wouldjust like to make one general comment and to
address the Commissioner, who will no doubt
take this point into account. When this subject
was debated earlier, and up to the time that
it was discussed in the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment, the draft directive on
the access to employment, recruitment, promo-
tion and upgrading of women in employment
had not been put forward. Nor has it been dis-
cussed yet. Therefore I would suggest that when
that transfer of rights takes p1ace, some account
wilt be taken of the improvement in the rights
and obligations of women, given that new legis-
lation will be introduced within the next year
or so. Undoubtedly, if the present rights are
automatically transferred, this will be a great
disadvantage to the many thousands of women
in employment who are being discriminated
against and getting very shabby treatment, par-
ticularly under Article 3(1), where the fourth
line refers to the 'rights and obligations arising
from customary industrial practice.' We are ask-
ing-and, I know getting the support of the
Commission on this-that customary industrial
practice with regard to women in employment
will be either abolished or amended, and so
improved.
I hope this will be taken into account when the
Commission produces its final directive.
With regard to Mr Yeats' report, of course we
congratulate him on the immense work he has
done and his very thorough attempt to reach a
balanced view despite the very many conflicting
views put forward in the committee, and agree
with most of his proposals contained in this
report. However, I must on behalf of my group
strongly deplore the introduction of the amend-
ment to the last paragraph of Article 8, rvhich
would in effect prevent a merger from taking
effect or taking place should the employees object
or the negotiations not come to a satisfactory
conclusion. The arbitration board has binding
powers over both parties, and I think that the
protection of workers by a fair and just arbitra-
tion board giving a fair and sensible award
should in fact solve this particular problem. We
would not like to see mergers being stoppedjust because a power of veto could be used by
one powerful sector of society.
I would also like very briefly to give our views
on the amendments. I will not, Mr President, go
into them in detail, but I think it might save
time if I outlined the guidelines on which we
shall be basing our voting on the amendments
before us. In the light of the existing economic
situation, we would deplore any way in which
unemployment could be precipitated by a too
rigid directive which prevented the agreement
between workers and employers from reaching
a satisfactory conclusion in the short term with
better prospects in the long term. I think it
would be a great mistake merely to insist on a
certain rigidity which might in the end rebound
to the great disadvantage of the worker.
The second principle is that we do not believe
that this economic situation-with the great
unemployment that now exists in the Commun-
ity Member States-can be used as an excuse
by employers to enforce unacceptable conditions
of employment on employees, and it is for this
reason that we welcome the protective measures
proposed in the draft directive.
We would also support any proposals which
can make a company viable both for the benefit
of those who risk their savings and for those
who are employed. In all the discussions, both
this morning and this afternoon, I have not
heard one word about the shareholders. Now
I know this is considered an unacceptable word
in many areas of society, but I think that some-
times we should remember in this Parliament
that there are millions and millions of people
with very little money who risk their savings
in companies which provide work for the citizens
of the Member States. It would be defeating the
object of trying to improve economic growth
in the Community if measures were taken which
arrested this economic growth. If there is no
faith in the machinery that is being set up by the
Communities to produce viable companies, there
will be lack of investment and there will be no
employment. And regrettably, Mr President, I
must even refer to a speech made by the British
Minister for Industry, Mr Wedgwood Benn, who
himself acknowledged the great threat of un-
employment if there is not a very large increase
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in investment in industry. If these directives are
made too rigid and favour only one sector of
society, this may well be the effect. So I would
draw the attention of Parliament to the fact that
we should not encourage measures which pre-
vent mergers and take-overs, which are to the
ultimate benefit of the worker as well as to the
ultimate benefit of those millions of people with
very little money who put their savings into
business to encourage employment and who con-
tribute to society.
May I thank Mr Yeats again and say that,
broadly speaking, we support his report.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Duval to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.
Mr Duval. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the draft directive which is the subject
of our debate today deals with the complex,
sensitive and controversial problem of employees'
rights. It draws our attention to the harmoni-
zation of legislation in the Member States
negarding the protection of the acquired rights
and advantages of employees in the case of
mergers, takeovers and amalgamations.
Until now, the Communities have always con-
centrated on harmonizing legislation to protect
the rights of shareholders. We therefore wel-
come the Commission's proposal for the protec-
tion of employees' right. This draft directive in
fact introduces elements new to many Member
States, as well as a radical approach to the
question of employees' rights. The importance
of this is more easily appreciated when one
considers that only four Member States have
passed legislation in this field. And there is
another reason for emphasizing the need for
Community action in this field, and that is the
increasing number of amalgamations taking
place in industry. According to the statistics the
annual number of mergers in the original six
Member States increased from 173 in 1962 to
612 in 1970. In some Member States, this trend
has even been such that the turnover of the
hundred biggest industrial undertakings made
up 50 per cent of total turnover in the industrial
sector. Very often, however, when mergers are
mentioned, there arises a vague feeling of
insecurity among workers, who are afraid that
they may become redundant or othefwise
affected by changes prejudicial to their interests.
When amalgamations take place, workers may
find themselves without work, with lower
incomes, or with different conditions of employ-
ment. It is absolutely essential to provide legal
protection of the rights and advantages acquired
by these workers before any change of employer.
And since in the Community we are witnessing
an ever-increasing number of cross-border amal-
gamations, the Community should preferably
study at Community level ways of guaranteeing
the rights of these workers.
On the whole, my Group approves the substance
of this report. However, we should like to make
a few remarks about certain points which have
Iong been the subject of controversy and heated
debate both in this House and in the Commis-
sion.
Firstly, I refer to Article 8(1) as amended in the
report, which stipulates that workers will be
informed of any intended merger, takeover or
amalgamation at least two months before the
projected operation is carried out, except in
special justified cases.
This exception to the two months' notice rule
was also mentioned by the rapporteur, Mr Yeats.
I entirely agree with his argument that we
must face up to problems such as the takeover
of bankrupt companies. We all realize that com-
panies are often declared bankrupt overnight,
without prior notice being given. Indeed, in
these days of economic difficulties this has
become a common practice. In this type of
unfortunate situation workers are unable to find
other jobs and are faced with gloomy prospects
for the future.
Sometimes, however, another firm is able to
take over the bankrupt company, while allowing
it to continue part of its activity, in which case
some workers invariably lose their jobs. Others,
however, may keep their jobs, which is obvi-
ously better than if they all lose them.
The second controversial point in the draft
directive is Article 8(a). In its amended version
the report states that any discussions, nego-
tiations and arbitration procedures must take
place before the operation is carried out, which
amounts to giving employees a right of veto as
regards the decision to carry out a merger, a
takeover or an amalgamation.
The Commission opposed such a right and
declared its support for a proposal close to the
one it made in its directive on the retention of
acquired rights and which would involve the
instituting of a system of appeals to an arbi-
tration board to be lodged by the two parties to
a government mediation procedure.
The Commission also quite rightly wants con-
sistency between the articles of the three texts
regarding, respectively, the European soci6t6.
anongrne, the third directive and the directive
on the retention of employees' rights and advan-
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tages. The social plan is indeed an extremely
important aspect. We have always maintained
that workers should be given their due, and this,
I think, this directive aims to do, not just by
seeking to ensure that workers are properly
informed, but by providing for them to be con-
sulted and instituting negotiations and an arbi-
tration procedure.
But while the social plan must remain our
principal concern, arbitration cannot be allowed
to affect the actual carrying out of the merger
as such. The social aspect must not become an
indirect means of preventing the merger ope-
ration, which must often be carried out rapidly
if it is to be successful.
While we support the principle that employees'
rights must be protected-and we strongly
condemn the abuses and the exploitation of
which they are sometimes the victims-it is
unquestionably also necessary to find a system
permitting the smooth implementation of a
merger, takeover or amalgamation which would
not in any way harm the best interests of
workers.
In conclusion, I should like to reiterate my
Group's support for the type of legislation being
discussed today. What would be the point of the
Community's making progress in industrial and
economic spheres, if it did not make similar
progress in legislation on social questions and
employment? It is encouraging to see the Com-
mission making such progressive proposals in
the legal sphere, particularly since this insti-
tution is so often wrongly accused of protecting
the interests of big business.
We welcome any further proposals the Commis-
sion may wish to make in the matter of workers'
rights. I would stress in particular the need for
a directive on individual dismissals. I hope that
Parliament will have an opportunity in the
near future to discuss measures which might
be taken in this field.
These then are the views of the Group of Euro-
pean Progressive Democrats, which approves the
conclusions of the report made by Mr Yeats on
behalf of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment.
President. ----: I call Mr Marras to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, many remarks
have been made about the fact that our Group
has tabled a number of amendments to this
proposal for a directive. If we have tabled many
amendments it is obviously because we do not
consider the proposal completely satisfactory
and also because we attach great importance
to this initiative of the Commission, considering
it one of the main elements in the Social Action
Programme which is slowly being carried out.
Moreover, we felt obliged to devote due atten-
tion to it as ours is a party which has its roots
very much amongst the workers. For this very
reason we are certainly not shocked that other
colleagues, Lady Elles for example, have deeper
roots among the shareholders and complain that
not enough attention is being paid to those
aspects of the directive that concern them. It
does not shock us because this is the logic of
the class structure of society. While v/e are on
the side of the workers, this does not mean
that other organizations and parties that speak
up for the employers need fear that we shall
call them exploiters or something worse.
These then are the reasons for our interest in
this important part of the Social Action Pro-
gramme. But we must say that if at first the
Commission's directive captured our interest
and attention to some extent, we have become
progressively less enthusiastic as the discussion
has pursued its course through its various bodies.
I do not know whether there exist documents
more troublesome than the one with which we
are concluding this debate. Mr Yeats began his
work on 16 July 1974 with the number PE 37.832.
This document was then revised; this was fol-
lowed by the draft of a second revision. Then
we had the final draft and, as if that were
not enough, the final revision! These figures
reflect the trouble, the disagreement and the
anxiety through which the work of the various
Parliament bodies on this directive has passed.
Throughout this slow progress the directive has
unfortunately deteriorated, as is borne out by
a comparison between the drafts of the initial
and the final report. This is not a criticism of
Mr Yeats. He was obliged to reflect the opinion
prevailing in the Committee, where, as he him-
self recalled in his introduction, some decisions
were taken with a majority of only one. The
problems obviously all stem from the disagree-
ment, to which I referred this morning, as to
what constitutes economic processes. Some
people consider mergers and concentrations as
a good in themselves, while others tend to place
the interests of the workers before this.objective
approach. Besides, giant companies do not,
according to the more established tenets of
modern economic thinking, provide the optimal
framework for productive activities even in a
capitalist system. Mergers tend to eliminate
competition and it is significant that societies
which are highly developed in the capitalist
sense, such as the United States of America or
the European Community itself, are compelled
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to adopt measures and provisions to combat
monopolistic concentrations.'Without mergers',
we are told by some colleagues, and they later
put this in the form of amendments, 'without
mergers companies go bankrupt and the workers
lose their jobs'. In the meantime the workers
are losing their jobs even with mergers, whether
or not we protect them or introduce carefully
devised safety measures. In fact, mergers, by
virtue of the objective laws that govern them,
such as productivity, or because of the need to
slough off the burdens of overproduction, cause
many redundancies. .It is not as if there were
no alternative, because even a process of indus-
trial reorganization guided by public authority,
and with strong worker participation, can be
successfully achieved.
Dare I make one further criticism, not so much
of the report this time or of the speakers who
preceded me, but of the Commission? Perhaps
not, as Commissioner Hillery may retort: ,But
we are on schedule at the Council of Ministers!'
The proposal for a directive under examination
was presented by the Commission on 3l May
1974, but the nine-month time limit within
which the Social Action Programme envisaged
for 1974-76 should have been adopted was not
respected. You will say that this is Parliament's
fault for deciding to refer it to committee. What
I would like to emphasize is that the social
poliey approved at the beginning of last year is
making very slow progress indeed. We have had
decisions on the physically handicapped, on the
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions, on a European vocational
training centre and on collective dismissals, but
only in the last few months. But the very pro-
visions of the Social Action Programme which
could have had the greatest influence on the
present economic situation in Europe-in other
words, those on collective dismissals, workers'
safeguards in the event of a merger, the 40-hour
week, the four weeks' holiday, a whole series
of proposals for directives which might even
have proved effective in our present predica-
ment-have all fallen badly behind. We are also
behind in other sectors which have been referred
to during this debate. Mr Yeats himself, for
example, reminds us that a directive on indivi-
dual dismissals is indispensable. Even in sectors
brought to your attention by Parliament, such
as the index-linking of earnings or harmoni-
zation of retirement age, we are still very far
behind.
So it is time for this directive to be quickly
approved by the Council of Ministers after the
vote which Parliament is about to give. We
should like this vote to reflect the majority
opiniors in committee.
Mr P6tre, who is always moderate in his judg-
ments, considers our amendments largely super-
fluous. I maintain that, on the contrary, these
amendments represent improvements to the
Commission's text, even though some may
appear to be statements of principle, and I fail
to understand why Mr P6tre is unable to support
them. When we say, 'Mergers... shall not be
prejudicial to the rights and interests of
employees', we are making a statement of prin-
ciple that progressive sectors of the European
Christian-Democratic movement, such as some
of the Belgian Social Christians, should have no
trouble in approving. Mr P6tre, I have examined
your amendments and I find them to be really
the reverse of an imlrrovement. I refer especially
to the amendment which would completely
distort the meaning of the directive and in which
you propose the omission of paragraph 4 of
Article 8 on which Mr Yeats spoke at some
length. This is the paragraph which gives the
workers at least the safeguard that as long as
the negotiations last and as long as arbitration
continues the merger cannot go ahead. You then
added: 'except in special cases'. And now you
propose the deletion of this paragraph. In this
case, when compared to ours which you consider
superfluous or even utopian, your amendments
may indeed be extremely concrete, but in the
wrong sense as far as the safeguarding of the
workers' interests is concerned.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bermani.
Mr Bemani. 
- 
(l) In the debate on the Third
Directive earlier today I explained that owing
to illness I was not able to participate in the
voting in committee. In the case of this directive,
however, I myself chaired the meeting of the
Legal Affairs Committee when it expressed its
opinion on 21 November 1974.
I should like to say immediately that I agree
with what Mr Adams has said and I congratulate
the rapporteur for his excellent work. Yet I
cannot help raising one small point. Article 1
of the directive stipulates that it '...shall apply
to any merger between companies or firms, as
these are defined by the second paragraph of
Article 58 of the Treaty, which is authorized
by the laws, regulations and administrative
provisions of Member States or by Community
law, and which has the result that another com-
pany replaces an existing company in its capa-
city as employer'. As regards this article I agree
with Mr Marras on the acuteness of an obser-
vation by Mr P6tre, who pointed out that this
reference to the laws, regulations or administra-
tive provisions of the Member States and to
Community law may conceal certain dangers,
recognized indeed by the Legal Affairs Com-
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mittee itself. This committee's rapporteur,
Mr Pianta, pointed out 'that the wording of
Article 1, which is clearly intended to be com-
prehensive, may in fact create an undesirable
lacuna where a merger takes place which is
subsequently held not to have been authorized
by the laws, regulations or administrative pro-
visions of the Member States or by Community
law ; in such a case there is a risk-albeit small
-that the workers might forfeit the protectionintended to be given.
It is not clear that there is anything to be gained
from the inclusion of this phrase and the Legal
Affairs Committee proposes that it be omitted'.
I do not understand why the Social Affairs
Committee, which has accepted nearly all the
suggestions mady by the Legal Affairs Commit-
tee, has not accepted this one. Nor do I under-
stand why the rapporteur, despite his care in
drawing up this document, and despite the fact
that the Legal Affairs Committee explained the
risks workers might face in the event of a
merger, does no more than state that the Socia1
Affairs Committee cannot accept the Legal
Affairs Committee's proposal to modify Article 1.
Surely the Social Affairs Committee should have
explained its reasons for not accepting the
proposal.
Having accepted the other amendments pro-
posed by the Legal Affairs Committee, the Social
Affairs Committee should, in my opinion, also
have accepted this amendment in the interests
of the workers, even if the risk was minimal.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hillery.
Mr Hillery, Vice-Presiilent oJ the Commission
of the European Cornmunities. 
- 
Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, I should like to thank
Parliament and the members of the diJferent
committees who have studied this proposal so
very attentively, and in particular the rappor-
teurs, Mr Pianta, Mr Schwiirer and, above all,
Mr Yeats, for their excellent and comprehensive
reports.
The Commission has noted with great satisfac-
tion that, in all the discussions in the di,fferent
parliamentary committees, the Commission's
view concerning the need for this initiative has
been confirmed. In fact, this initiative is more
than justified by the growing number of mergers,
take-overs and amalgamations taking place
within the Community. In some of the Member
States the growing trend towards link-ups has
led to a situation where the share of industrial
turnover of the hundred largest industrial
undertakings has risen so high as to amount to
500/o of the total.
This development may well be desirable from
an economic point of view, and the Commission
is endeavouring to create the necessary legal
framework to facilitate the kind o,f operation
involved. This framework takes the form of pro-
posals for a third directive on mergers between
stock companies, the preliminary draJt of a con-
vention on international mergers, the proposals
for a Council regulation on the control of
amalgamations, and the proposed statute of the
European Company.
At the same time, the Commission considers
that the Community also has the responsibility
to protect workers' interests through suitable
measures against the unfavourable consequences
of these operations. This is all the more neces-
sary as the legislation of the Member States
differs widely in this field and does not always
take sufficient account of the legitimate interests
of workers. This has been particularly evident
in cases where structural changes have come
about in accordance with the rules laid down
by civil or commercial law, but where workers
have had no legal ri.ght to demand that the
previous employment relationship be maintained
by their new employer. It is for these reasons
that the Commission has given this matter high
priority in its Social Action Programme. This
was adopted in the Council Resolution of
21 January 1974, and in answer to Mr Marras'
question regarding the conditions governing
decision-making in that Resolution, the time-
limit related to the period after Parliament's
opinion was received by the Council or, if there
was an instance in which Parliament's opinion
was not required, then the period would be 9
months, so that within a period of, I think, 5
months from receiving Parliament's opinion on
this draft directive the Council has undertaken
to make a decision.
A first important step in the field of workers'
protection has already been taken by the direc-
tive on mass dismissals, approved on 17 Decem-
ber last year by the Council of Ministers. This
present draft directive concerning the retention
of acquired rights by workers is a further
important step in that direction.
The Commission notes with satisfaction that the
essential rules of the dra,ft directive have been
supported by the rapporteur of your Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment and that he
shares the Commission's view with regard to the
three basic elements-namely, the automatic
transfer of the employment relationship from
the old to the new employer, the protection of
workers against dismissals due exclusively to
mergers, takeovers or am'algamations and,
thirdty, the provision of a compulsory informa'
tion, consultation and negotiation procedure.
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This draft directive is based on a combination of
two approaches. The first is the guarantee of
acquired rights and existing terms of employ-
ment by mandatory provisions of law which
guarantee the individual legal protection. The
second approach is a collective system of safe-
guards centred on negotiation with workers'
representatives.
The first approach aims to guarantee the auto-
matic transfer of the employment relationship
and the protection of workers against dismissal
due exclusively to a change in the structure of
undertakings. The guarantees are therefore
provided through a system of mandatory legal
provisions, complemented by the informati,on,
consultation and negotiation procedures laid
down in Article 8, which aim at finding mutually
acceptable solutions to those negative effects
which are not covered by the system of indivi-
dual legal protection.
The amendments proposed by the rapporteur are
of .considerable interest to the Commission and
I can ,assure you that the Commission will
examine each o,f them very closely. We had an
extensive exchange of views with the members
of the Committee on Socia1 Affairs and Employ-
ment when discussing Mr Yeats' report, and I
have already declared my intention to propose
to the Commission that most o'f the amendments
presented in the report should be accrepted.
However, as far as Article 8 is concerned, I
feel obliged to present to you the following
consideration.
In order to avoid a situation in practice in which
the parties involved were faced with different
procedures for the same kind of economic opera-
tion, the Commission has to ensure that the
information, consultation and negotiation pro-
cedures included in its proposals in the field of
harmonization of company law, especially in the
third directive, are essentially identical with the
provisions of this present directive. It is for this
reason that the Commission has decided to pro-
pose irt this directive a procedure which is in
principle identical with the information pro-
eedure provided by the thind directive. After the
debate and the decision that has been taken in
connection with the thind directive today con-
cerning this point, I think I should say that the
Commission will consequently adopt the same
procedure in both directives. The standardization
of these two procedures in no way weakens the
effectiveness of this present directive.
Independently of the procedure provided for in
Article 8, Article 3 compels the new employer to
take over the terms and conditions of the employ-
ment relationship with all their rights and obli-
gations. This provision ensures a large degree
of protection for the workers concerned. This
protection is reinforced by the provisions of
Article 4, which provide guarantees against
disrnissals except in the case of pressing business
rieasons. I accept the criticism that this latter
definition in the draft directive is perhaps lack-
ing in precision. The Commission's choice was
an attempt to find a global definition which
would cover adequately the multiplicity of ele-
ments likely to arise in practice. The rappor-
teur's proposal on Article 4 can be accepted as
a workable refinement.
Finally, I would underline the fact that this pro-
posal is aimed exclusively at providing specific
protection for workers in the event o,f mergers,
take-overs and amalgamations. The Commission
is aware that additional Community measures
are needed to ameliorate the protection of
workers' interests, for example, as mentioned by
Mr Yeats, in the field of individual dismissals.
Preparatory work has already been undertaken
by the Commission in this connection. However,
I am of the opinion that in addition to the
directive on mass dismiss,als the present pro-
posal constitutes a further significant step in the
direction of providing more com,prehensive pro-
tection of workers' interests within the Com-
munity.
If I may refer to Mr P6tre's question, the answer
to this is the same as in the case o,f the imple-
mentation and the application of every directive,
that is, if a Mernber State does not take the
necessary measures, then it is for the Commis-
sion to take such measures, including action in
the European Court against such a State. The
same applies to this directive as to any other
directive adopted by the Council.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, I would
like to question Dr Hillery on one point. I am
not quite clear as to what he said with regard
to the proposed amendment by the Committee
on Social Affairs and Employment on Article 8
of his draft directive. He said that, in order that
the law on each subject should be the same, he
proposed to follow the provisions of the fourth
paragraph of Article 6 of the third directive.
Did he mean by that the fourth paragraph as
it original,ly came from the Commission or the
fourth paragraph as amended here today, as a
result of the vote on the De Keersmaeker
report?
Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission
of the European Communities. 
- 
I meant that
the paragraph amended here today would be
considered by the Commission in the normal way
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and if such an amendment is accepted, it would
apply in the case of both directives.
President. 
- 
Before considering the motion for
a resolution contained in the report by Mr
Yeats, we must deal with the amendments
tabled on the proposal for a directive.
On Article 3 I have Amendment No 13, tabled
by Lady Elles on behalf of the European Con-
servative Group and worded as follows:
'Article 3
Add the following new paragraph to this article:
"4. Paragraphs 1 and 2 shall be subject to a dero-gation where the merger or takeover arises
from a threat" in the absence of such merger
or takeover, to the continuance of the busi-
ness of the transferor and consequently of un-
employment. In such circumstances the trans-
feree will assert its best endeavours to retain
as much of the relationship as is practicable
and beneficial to the employees." '
I call Lady Elles to move this amendment.
Lady Elles. 
- 
Mr President, with regard to
Article 3, paragraph 4, the group has tabled this
amendment for the following reasons. First of
all, in Article 4, which is concerned with dismis-
sals, there is an exception allowed for in the
case of pressing business reasons. Now under
Article 3, referring to automatic transfer of
rights, there is no exception allowed whatsoever,
and so we consider that this draft article is too
rigid in its present form and some derogation
should be allowed in certain circumstances. The
worker, for instance, should be able to renounce
some rights with the prospect of having better
rights in the future. Under the present draft, as
I understand it, this would not be possible.
Further, I think it has not been taken into con-
sideration that the employees in the transferee
companies may well enjoy lesser rights or
benefits, and obviously it may not be possible
to improve those immediately. You will then
have the very undesirable social and economic
effect of workers from one company enjoying
better terms and conditions than other workers
working on the same shop floor or in the same
office. It therefore might well be desirable to
be able, although keeping basically the same
benefits and rights, to modi,fy or alter such
benefits so as to remove the discrimination
whioh will undoubtedly exist. There is nothing
worse for good industrial relations than d:is-
crimination of this nature. We think that our
amendment could provide an acceptable solution
in that particular situation.
I would also point out, as Mr Yeats has also said,
that there is a very high percentage of workers
who are not members of trades unions and do
not necessarily benefit from collective bar-
gaining agreements. Indeed, in some countries
collective bargaining agreements are not even
legal. We therefore think there should be some
form of escape clause in this Article 3, by which
paragraphs I and 2 could have some form of
derogation. I would also point out that as the
proposal is worded, the onus would be on the
transferee to show that he had reason to rnodify
such benefits and he would have to justify his
action. It is for these reasons that we table the
amendment and hope that it will get the support
of this Parliament.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, I would
ask Members not to pass this amendment for
two main reasons. First of all, as it stands it
seems to be extremely vague from a legal point
of view: I cannot imagine how one would ever
define in legal terms whether a threat had arisen
to the continuance of the business of the trans-
feror and of employment, nor do I know how
one would define whether the new employer
had in fact asserted his best endeavours to retain
as much of the relationship as is practicable and
beneficial to the employees. It is so vague that
I think it would be quite impossible to admin-
ister.
However, apart from that aspect I think that
Lady Elles has perhaps misunderstood the degree
of rigidity which she thinks exists in Article 3
of the Commission's text. To my mind-and I
hope that if I am wrong in this the Commis-
sion will correct me, because it is a very import-
ant point-to my mind there is nothing in
Article 3 of the Commission's text which forbids
an agreement being made between the trade
unions, the employees and the employers, new
or old, to modify existing arrangements. In other
words, if there is a collective bargaining agree-
ment I cannot see anything in this article which
says that the employer cannot approach the
trade unions saying that things are looking very
bad, that the company is about to go bankrupt,
that a great many people will be out of work
unless they can agree to modi,fy this collective
bargaining agreement. I don't think there is
anything that forbids this. All Article 3 does,
to my mind, is to forbid any unilateral declara-
tion by the old employer or the new employer
that these various rights, collective bargaining
agreements and so on, no longer apply. To my
mind an agreement between union and
employers is likeany other contract; any con-
tract in any circumstances anywhere can always
be changed if all the parties to the eontraet
agree. If the unions and the employers agree
that a modification is necessarf in the arrange-
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ments for wages and conditions and so on, there
is nothing in Artide 3 to forbid it. But if I a,rn
wrong on this I would like to hear from the
Commission.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 13 to the
vote.
Amendment No 13 is rejected.
On Article 4(1) I have Amendment No 3, tabled
by Mr Marras and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and worded as fol-
lows:
'Article 4(1)
This paragraph to read as follows:
"1. Mergers or takeovers shall not be prejudicial
to the rights and interests of employees.,"
I call Mr Marras to move this amendment.
Mr Mauas. 
- 
0 Amendments Nos 3 and 4
both concern Article 4. I have already had the
opportunity to explain the first during my
speech: it is aimed at upholding a principle to
which we attach great importance, that is, the
workers' interests must have pre-eminence at
the time of a merger or transfer. Whenever this
principle is not adhered to it is contrary to the
interests of the economy in particular and of the
nation in general to allow certain mergers to go
through.
A,rnendment No 4 is a consequence of the state-
ment of principle made in Amendment No 3.
President. 
- 
Does the rapporteur wish to add
anything?
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
I have said that the
14 amendments that were submitted last
December were all sent from the plenary sitting
to the committee, and the committee rejected
them all. Six of them have returned. This
Amendment No 3 is one of them. I would there-
fore ask the House to reject it again.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 3 to the vote.
Amendment No 3 is rejected.
On Article 4(2) I have Amendment No 4, tabled
by Mr Marras and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and worded as follows:
'Article 4(2)
The first sentence of this paragraph to read as
follows:
"2. To safeguard the rights and interests of em-
ployees, negotiations should be held between
the transferor, the transferee and the workers'
representatives as shown in Article 8." '
Mr Marras has already moved this amendment.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 4 to the vote.
Amendment No 4 is rejected.
On Article 4(3) I have Amendment No b, tabled
by Mr Marras and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and worded as follows:
'Article 4(3)
After the words 'Member States, at the end of thefirst sentence of this paragraph, add the following:
"including the provisions governing reinstatement
in a post or compensation for workers in the event
of such dismissals." '
I call Mr Marras to move this amendment.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) The concept we have intro-
duced in these amendments would seem to be
largely acceptable judging by the discussion in
committee and in this House as weII as by
contacts with Members, because its aim is to
describe in greater detail the workers' rights
that must be safeguarded in the event of a
merger. The proposal for a directive states that
the legal consequences of a prohibited dismissal
'shall be decided according to the laws, regula-
tions and administrative provisions of the
Member States'. If we now look at the national
legislation, which is well known to the Itatian
Members present, we find that among these
consequences is the reinstatement in a post or
compensation for workers in the event of such
dismissals. We consider it necessary to stress
especially that part of the directive which refers
to reinstatement, clearly the task of the author-ity responsible for this sector, i.e. the judicial
authority. That is why I have always said that
these amendments of ours are improvements
on the Commission's text.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur,s position?
Mr Yeats, rapporteur- 
- 
Mr President, I would
like to say a very brief word on this in order
that there should be no misunderstanding about
the position. The principle of this amendment is
excellent, but I would ask that it should be
rejected for the following re€tson. I myself
proposed an equivalent type of amendment in
the course of the discussions in committee and I
withdrew the amendment with the agreement
of the committee on an assurance by the Com-
mission that the matter of compensation would
be dealt with in the forthcoming directive on
individual dismissals. It would be futile obviously
to deal with this matter in two different
directives, and for that reason I would ask'that
this amendment be rejected.
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President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 5 to the vote.
.{,mendment No 5 is rejected.
On Article 5 I have Amendment No 6, tabled by
Mr Marras and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and worded as follows:
'Article 5
Delete the second sentence of this article.'
I call Mr Marras to move this amendment.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) This amendment seeks the
deletion of the second sentence of Article 5
which states: 'It shall not apply, however, where
the worker, as a result of his employment
contract, is bound to accept transfer to another
undertaking.' Here. too, we have to widen the
field of rights that are to be safeguarded for the
workers in the event of concentrations or
mergers.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
Here again, Mr Pre-
sident, this is an amendment which in principle
is a good one. I myself had an amendment,
having had the matter brought to my notice by
the Legal Affairs Committee, and I thanked
them for this. But I withdrew my amendment
with the agreement of the committee on an
undertaking by the Commission that it would
amend this directive to deal with the matter.
So I would suggest that we should not proceed
any further with this ,amendment.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 6 to the vote.
Amendment No 6 is rejected.
On Article 6 I have Amendment No 7, tabled by
Mr Marras and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and worded as follows:
'Article 6
Replace the words:
"shall be taken fully into account in his relation-
ship with the transferee"
by the following:
"and any qualifications or advantages resultingfrom supplemental occupational pensions and
related benefit schemes shall be taken fully into
account in his relationship with the transferee."'
I caII Mr Marras to move this amendment.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, I am deeply
touched by the kind remarks the rapporteur
makes on all our amendments, but frankly I
would be even more moved to see this kindness
translated into facts.
I shall now endeavour to explain Amendment No
7 to honourable Members. Article 6 of the
directive stipulates, and I quote: 'The worker's
length of service with an undertaking or
company due to his ernployment relationship
with the transferer shall be taken fully into
account in his relationship with the transferee'.
There's a fine statement for you! But we should
like to be more specific, and it is worth noting-
perhaps we may be able to add a few more
votes to those of our own Group-that the idea
was suggested in committee by a Conservative,
Lady Elles. This idea safeguards not only length
of service but also qualifications or advantages
resulting from supplemental pensions and related
benefit schemes existing in the company
amalgamating or merging with another.
I hope that on this occasion we shall receive,
in addition to the unfailing praise of the rap-
porteur, also the votes of those Groups who
in committee found this amendment pertinent
and applicable to special situations, such as those
resulting from supplemental occupational pen-
sions and related benefit schemes.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats,ropporteur. 
- 
Mr President, this again
was referred by the plenary part-session last
December to the committee and was rejected
by the committee on the grounds that the matter
was dealt with fully and adequately in
paragraph 3 of Article 9 of the directive.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 7 to the vote.
Amendment No 7 is rejected.
On Article 7(3) I have Amendment No 8, tabled
by Mr Marras and ,others on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group and worded as
follows:
'Article 7, paragraph 3 (new)
Add the following new paragraph to this article:
"3. In the circumstances mentioned in the preced-
ing paragraph 2, the workers' representatives
' shall remain in office until new elections are
held."'
I call Mr Marras to naove this amendment.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, this amendment
adds to Article 7 a new paragraph which ensunes
that in the circurnstances mentioned in the
preceding paragraph 2 the workers' represent-
atives shall remain in office until new elections
are held.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
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Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
I hope, Mr President, I
will not surprise Mr Marras when I say that
this is a good amendment and I would recom-
mend that we should pass it.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 8 to the vote.
Amendment No I is rejected.
On Article 8(1) I have Amendment No 9, tabled
by Mr Marras and others on behalf of the
Communist and Allies Group and worded as
follows:
'Article 8(1)
In this paragraph, delete the words:
"except in special justified cases".'
I call Mr Marras to move this amendment.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, this amendment
refers to the few words between br,ackets in
paragraph 1 of Article 8.
Speaking on the Conservative Group's amend-
ment a few minutes ago, Mr Yeats said that it
was not acceptable from the legal point of view.
Frankly, I too wonder how an exception of this
kind can be sustained legally. Who is it that
establishes the special nature o,f the case? How
must the justification be presented? The wording
of the text between brackets is very vague and
even dangerous, and I feel that it should be
eliminated. I believe that this parenthesis was
not included in the first text prepared by Mr
Yeats but was introduced in some later revision
of the report, such as I referred to in my first
speech.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats,rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, this again
was referred last Deoember to the comrnittee,
discussed for the second time by the committee
and rejected. It would simply make the old
procedure unworkable and I would recommend
therefore that we reject the amendment.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 9 to the vote.
Amendment No 9 is rejected.
On Article 8(3) I have three amendments:
- 
Amendment No tt, taUled by Mr Adams and
others and worded as follows:
'Article 8(3), second subparagraph
This subparagraph should read as follows:
"If the negotiations fail to secure agreement be-
tween the parties within two months, they may
refer the matter by mutual consent to an arbitra-
tion board which shall give a binding decision
within one month as to what measures shall be
taken for the benefit of the workers. ...,' ,
- 
Amendment No 14, tabled by the Christian-
Democratic Group and worded as follows:
'Article 8(3)
This paragraph should read as follows:
"3. At the request of the workers' representatives
who consider that the operation is likely to
be prejudicial to the interests of the workers,the transferor and the transferee shall be
required to enter into negotiations with the
representatives of their workers with a view
to reaching agreement on such measures as
should be taken in relation to the workers.
If the negotiations fail to secure agreement
between the parties within two months, coun-
ting from the time they began, each oi them
may refer the matter to an arbitration board
which shall give a binding decision within one
month as to what measures shall be taken for
the benefit of the workers. This arbitration
board shall consist of assessors appointed in
equal numbers by the two parties and a presi-dent appointed by common consent. Where
one of the parties fails to arrange for appoint-
ment of its assessors or where agreement is
not reached on the choice of president, it shallfall to the competent Court to make these
appointments.'
- 
Amendment No 1, tabled by Mr De Keers-
maeker on behalf of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee and worded as follows:
'Article 8(3)
This paragraph should read as follows:
"3. At the request of the workers'representatives
who consider that the operation is likely to
be prejudicial to the interests of the workers,the transferor and the transferee shall be
required to enter into negotiations with the
representatives of their workers with a view
to reaching agreement on such measures as
should be taken in relation to the workers.
If the negotiations fail to secure agreement
between the parties within two months, count-ing lrom the time theg began, each of them
may refer tJ:e matter to an arbitration board
which shall give a binding decision as to what
measures shall be taken for t]le benefit of the
workers. This arbitration board shall consist
of ossessors appoi,nted i,n equal rwmbers bg
the tuto parti,es and a presid,ent appoi,nteit bg
cornrnon consent. Where one o! the parti,es
fails to anange for appointment o! its asses-
sors or tohere agreement is not reached on the
choice of presid,ent, i,t slwll tall to the com-petent Court to moke these appomtments.",
Since these three amendments involve consider-
able changes to the second subparagraph of
Article 8(3), and Amendments Nos 14 and 11
also envisage a stylistic change in the first
strbparagraph of paragraph 3, we shall deal
separately with each subparagraph of para-
graph 3.
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I call Mr Bertrand to move the first sub-
paragraph of Amendment No 14.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, we
have changed nothing in the first subparagraph
of Article 8(3). It is the original text, which also
appears in the report by Mr De Keersmaeker.
Nothing has been changed in it. The text has
been approved. I do not see why we have to
discuss it. I propose that the text be adopted'
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz to give an expla-
nation of vote on behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, in the dis-
cussion of this amendment to the De Keersmae-
ker report, we opposed this proposal, but it was
adopted all the same. I do not think there is
any point in our opposing this text once more.
This time we shall abstain.
President. 
- 
I call Mr De Keersmaeker to move
the first subparagraph of Amendment No 1.
Mr De Keersmaeken 
- 
(NL) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, I had tabled an amend-
ment on behalf of the Lega1 Affairs Committee
to bring the text of Article 8 into line with the
text of Article 6 in the Third Directive, since
we felt that the texts referring to this narrowly
defined subject should be identical in both these
articles. Since the text of Article 6 of the Third
Directive has now been changed by the inclusion
of a one-month time limit and by the substitu-
tion of 'binding' for 'final', which we have
already approved, I ask the House to adopt the
Christian-Democratic Group's amendment aimed
at coordiaating the two directives.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats, tapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, I agree
that we should accept Amendment No 14.
President. 
- 
I put the first subparagraph of
Amendment No 14 to the vote.
The first subparagraph of Amendment No 14
is adopted.
We shall now deal with the second subpara-
graph of paragraph 3.
I call Mr De Keersmaeker.
Mr De Keersmaeker. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, at
the end of the original amendment to paragraph
3 as it appears in the Yeats report, there is the
provision concerning the competent court, some-
thing which does not apply to the Third Direct-
ive since that is concerned with national limited
companies, thus confined to one country.
Because, however, we are dealing here with all
the undertakings in different countries, it is
therefore important to define which court is
competent. I have noticed that this belongs to
the text of paragraph 3 and should therefore
Iike to recommend that the end of the original
text be immediately added to my amendment.
There can be no disagreement over this; it is
a purely technical question, but we should com-
plete this text immediately.
President. 
- 
I caII Mr Yeats.
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, if I
might make a point on this, I was worried
over the omission in the amendment recently
incorporated in the De Keersmaeker report:
it omitted the statement that the court should
be in the Member State in which the company
to be taken over is situated. However, I enquired
about this this morning and I was informed
that at a meeting of the Lega1 Affairs Com-
mittee at which I was not present the Commis-
sion made it clear that in their view the Iegal
interpretation of the phrase 'competent court'
was that it must be inevitably the court in the
country to which the company that been taken
over belongs. In other words, wherever the conr-
pany has been taken over or merged, it is the
competent court of that country that is affected'
and therefore there is no need to make this
amendment. If the Commission agrees with this,
I think we could Ieave the text as it stands,
because I understand that this was the official
view given to the Legal Affairs Committee and
accepted by that committee and that there is
therefore no need to worry about it.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Adams to give an expla-
nation of vote on behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Adams. 
- 
(D) My explanation is the same
as that just given by Mr Broeksz about the
first subparagraph. The reasons for our opinion
and for our proposal were also stated by Mr
Broeksz this morning. We shall also abstain from
voting on thi-for the same reasons.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Alfred Bertrand to move
the second subparagraph of Amendment No 14.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) The rapporteur has
said that in the debate in the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment the Commission
stated that this addition was not necessary since
the normal interpretation is that the only com-
petent court is the one in the Member State in
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which the company being merged is situated.
We can thus keep to the text as it stands in
Amendment No 14. If we accept Amendment
No 14 as a whole, the problem is solved and the
texts of both the De Keersmaeker and Yeats
reports are in line with each other.
President. 
- 
I put the second subparagraph of
Amendment No 14 to the vote.
The second subparagraph of Amendment No 14
is adopted.
Since Amendment No 14 as a whole has been
adopted, Amendments Nos 1 and 11 are no
longer necessary.
On Article 8(4) I have three amendments:
- 
Amendment No 15, tabled by the Christian-
Democratic Group and worded as follows:
'Article 8(4)
Delete this paragraph.'
- 
Amendment No 2, tabled by Mr De Keer-
smaeker on behalf of the Legal Affairs Com-
mittee and worded as follows:
'Article 8(4)
Delete this paragraph and replace it by the word
"unchanged".'
- 
Amendment No 12, tabled by Mr Adams and
others and worded as follows:
'Article 8(4)
This paragraph should read as follows:
"4. During t}te period provided for in paragraph 1
and the negotiations and arbitration procedureprovided for in paragraph 3, the operation
may only be carried out if the economic and
social advantages of the employees are gua-
ranteed."'
I call Mr Bertrand to move Amendment No 15.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, since
we have adopted the text in which it is stated
that arbitration is binding and must be put into
effect after the merger, paragraph 4 of Article
8 is no longer necessary. I therefore propose
that paragraph 4 of Article 8 be deleted to avoid
both confusion and misinterpretation.
President. 
- 
I call Mr De Keersmaeker to move
Amendment No 2.
Mr De Keersmaeket 
- 
(NL) Ladies and gentle-
men, the Legal Affairs Committee had recom-
mended that the Commission's original text be
restored, for the reasons just set out by Mr
Bertrand. But if the deletion of paragraph 4
means that the provisions of the old text are
in fact applicable, then I can support it. In that
case, as far as Article 8 is eoncerned, both
directives are similar in content.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) We are in favour of Amend-
ment No 15, and of course Amendment No 2
also. That means that we withdraw our Amend-
ment No 12. It is no longer necessary to vote
on it.
President. 
- 
Amendment No 12 is withdrawn.
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. Mr President, as
Members are aware, the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment by a small majority
agreed to the amendment which is incorporated
in paragraph 4 of Article 8, and I am of course
bound as the rapporteur to support the views
of the committee. However, in view of the fact
that Members have already taken a decision on
this precise subject on the question of the third
directive, there is no particular point in my
going into this matter again. I would merely
point out again that the decision of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment was
to incorporate this amendment. But if it is
decided to delete it on the grounds that the
decision has already been taken on the third
directive, I would suggest that Amendment No
15 would be better than 2 because the word
'unchanged'does not need to be incorporated in
the document.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 15 to the
vote.
Amendment No 15 is adopted.
Amendment No 2 is accordingly no longer
necessary.
On Article 8(4) I have Amendment No 10, tabled
by Mr Marras and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and worded as follows:
'Article 8(4)
Add the following new paragraph to this, article:
"5. The projected merger shall not take placeif the arbitration board in its deliberations
finds that the operation would be prejudicial
to the interests of the employees."'
I caII Mr Marras to move this amendment.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(/) Mr President, I wonder if this
amendment can be tabled when the House only
a few minutes ago approved by a large majority
a text which is exactly opposite in content.
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Nevertheless, we intend to uphold the principle
which has so far been consistently rejected in
the voting, i.e. that a planned merger cannot
be put into effect if the arbitration body finds
that it jeopardizes the workers' interests. Even
if a large number of Members have already
expressed an opposite opinion we shall vote for
this principle which we defend within the reality
of our movement, within the reality of the fac-
tories and in all the countries where we are
to be found.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Yeats, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, this
again was referred to the committee last Decem-
ber and was rejected by the committee on the
main grounds that, contrary to the view expres-
sed just now by Mr Marras, the enactmbnt of this
amendment would be very much against the
interests of the workers. It would mean in the
case of a company that was about to become
bankrupt that it would ensure collapse and com-
plete loss of employment by the workers. It
would be very bad for the workers and there-
fore, in the interests of the workers, I would ask
Members not to pass this amendment.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Broeksz.
Mr Broeksz. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I protest
strongly against Mr Marras' interpretation of
this proposal. It is quite incorrect. If the arbi-
tration board declares that the workers' inter-
ests have been damaged and states that the
situation must be redressed, then that iS done.
This amendment is therefore completely un-
necqssary.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 10 to the
vote.
Amendment No 10 is rejected.
We shall now consider the motion for a resolu-
tion.
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote
The resolution is adopted. l
Thank you, Mr Hillery.
L0. Agend.a for the nert sitting
President. 
- 
The next sitting wiII be held
tomorrow, Wednesday, 9 April 1975 at 10 a.m.
and 3 p.m., with the following agenda:
- 
Question Time;
- 
Report by Mr Radoux on the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe;
- 
Joint debate on
- 
oral question to the Commission on pros-
pects for the Euro-Arab dialogue,
- 
oral question to the Council on the same
subject, and
- 
oral question to the Conference of Foreign
Ministers on the same subject;
- 
OraI question with debate to the Council on
the tripartite conference with participation
of the economic and fiaance ministers;
- 
Joint debate on
- 
oral question to the Council on coopera-
tion agreements, and
oral question to the Commission on co-
operation agreements;
- 
Report by Mr Nod on radioactive waste
management and storage.
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting usas closed at 6.50 p.m.)
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Sitting of rffednesday, 9 April 1975 67
SITTING OF WEDNESDAY, 9 APRIL 1975
Contents
69
69
l. Approoal oJ the minutes
Membership of committees ....
Tabling oJ a rnotion for a resolution
and adoption of urgent procedure
(Doc. 36175)
2.
3.
Question Trme (Doc. 29175):
Questions to the Council oJ the
pean Corntnunities:
Euro-
Question No 1 bg Mr Lenihan: Euro-
pean Passport Union:
Mr FitzGerald, President-in-OJfice of
the Council of the European Com-
mwities; Mr Lenihan; Mr FitzGerald;
Mr Lenihan
Question No 2 by Mr Gibbons: Farm
Modernization Scheme:
Mr FitzGerald; Mr Gibbons; Mr Fitz-
Gerald; Mr Gibbons; Mr FitzGerald;
Mr Gibbons
Question No 3 bgr Mr Klepsch: Situa-
tion in Portugal:
Mr FitzGerald; Mr Klepsch; Mr Fttz-
Gerald; Mr Klepsch; Mr FitzGerald;
Mr Jahn; Mr FitzGerald ...
Questions to the Commission of the
European Communities:
Question No 4 bA Lord O'Hagan:
Benefits of leatstng EEC:
Mr Cheysson, Member of the Commis-
sion oJ the European Communities;
Lord. Lothian ....
Question No 5 bgr Lord Reay: United
Kingd.om trade with the EEC:
Mr Gundelach, Member of the Com-
tnission of the European Communities;
Lord Reay; Mr Gundelach; Ladg Elles;
Mr Gundelach ...
Question No 6 by Mr Della Briotta:
French ban on imports of Italian uine
(see general debate on the situation in
the wine sector 
- 
Thursday, 10 April
1e7 5)
Question NoZ bg Mr Premoli: Natr,onal
aid for agricultural producers' ossocio-
tions (see Anner)
Questi.on No 8 ba Mr Espersen:
Destruction and denaturing oJ food:
Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commis-
non oJ the European Communities;
Mr Espersen; Mr Lardinois; Mr Freh-
see; Mr Lardinois
Question No g by Mr Hiirzschel: SaJetg
of atomic power stattons in the Com-
muni,tg:
Mr Spi,nelli, Member oJ the Commis-
ston of the European Communities; Mr
Hiirzschel; Mr Spinelli; Mr Nod; Mr
Spinelh,
Question No 10 by Mr Nod: Construc-
tion of nuclear power stations:
Mr Spinelli; Mr Nod; Mr Spinellt; Mr
Giraud; Mr Spinelli; Mr Hiirzschel; Mr
Spinelli; Mr Espersen; Mr Spinelli; Mr
Cointat; Mr Spinelli
Question No 11 bE Mr Normanton:
Control ooer North Sea oil (see Anner)
Questi,on No 12 by Mr Durieur:
Curtailment of the adaisorg potoers of
the European P arliament :
Mr Cheysson ....
Question No 13 bg Mr Coust6: Erports
of cheese:
Mr Lard.inois; Mr Cottst6; Mr Lsrdi-
nor,s; Mr Cointat; Mr Lardinoi,s; Mr
Frehsee; Mr Lardinois; Mr Gi,raud; Mr
Lardinois
73
73
69
4.
73
69
69
70
7t
74
74
76
7L
76
77
68 Debates of the European Parliament
Question No 14 by Mr Howell: Fuel
subsidg to British glasshouse grouers:
Mr Lard,inois; Mr Hotbell; Mr Lard,i-
nois; Mr Gibboas; Mr Lardinois; Mr
Corne; Mr Lard,inois . ..
Conlerence on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe 
- 
Debate on a report
ilrautn up bA Mr Rad,ouc on behalf of
the Political Affairs Committee (Doc.
485174):
Mr Railout, rapporteur ....
Mr Klepsch, onbehalt of the Christian-
Democratic group; Mr Corterier, on
behalf of the Socialist Group; Lord,
Gladusgn, on behalt of the Liberal and,
Allies Group; Mr Teneruoire, on behalf
of the Group of European Progressiue
Democrats; Mr Bord.u, on behalf of the
Communist and. Allies Group; Mr
Giraudo, Chairman of the Political
Affabs Committee; Mr Guldberg; Mr
Jahn; Mr Helueg Petersen; Mr Blu-
menfeld; Mr Radour; Sir Christopher
Soctnes, Vice-President of the Com,-
mission of the European Communities;
Mr FitzGerald, Presid.ent-in-OJtice of
the Council of the European Com-
munities
Ad,option oJ the resolution
OraL questions with d.ebate: Prospects
tor the Euro-Arab dialogue (Docs.
1117 5, 12175 and 13175):
Mr Blumenfeld; Mr FitzGerald,, Presi-
d,ent-in-Office of the Council of the
European Communities; Mr Cheysson,
Member of the Cornrnission of the
European Com,munities; Mr Blumen-
f eld, on behalJ of the Christian-
Democratic Group; Mr Behrendt, on
behalf of the Sociclist Group; Mr
Guldberg, onbehalt of the Liberal and
Allies Group; Lord St. Osroald", on
behalf of the European Conseroatirse
Group; Mr Lenihan, on behalf of the
Grou,p of Eu,ropean Progressioe Demo-
crats; Mr D'Angelosante, on behalf of
the Communr,st anil Allies Groupi Mr
Chegsson; Mr FitzGerald . .. .
OraL question uith debate: Tripartite
conference with participation of the
economic and, finance ministers (Doc.
1417 5):
Mr Marras; Mr FitzGerald, President-
in-OlJice of the Council of the Euro-
pea.n Communities; Mr Glinne, on
behalf of the Sociolist Group; Mr
Ngborg, on behall of the Group o!
European Progressioe Democrats; Mr
Girardin; Mr FitzGerald; Mr Marras.. 109
OraL questions with debate: Coopera-
tion agreernents (Docs.9175 and 10/75):
Mr Jahn; Mr FitzGerald, President-in-
OfJice of the Council of the European
Communities,' Sir Christopher Soornes,
Vice-President of the Commission of
the European Cornmunities; Mr Lange,
on behalf of the Sociolist Group; Mr
De Clercq, on behalf of the Liberal
and Allies Group; Mr Knud, Thomsen,
on behalf oJ the Group of European
Progressioe Dernocrats; Mr Jaltn . .. . ll2
Decisiqn on a progranl.rtue on railio-
actioe rDaste fitanagefilent and storage
- 
Debate on a report draun up bg
Mr Noi on behalf of the Committee
on Public Health and the Entsironment
(Doc. 23175):
Mr Noi, rapporteur 1lg
Mrs Walz, on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group; Mr Della Briotta,
on behalf of the Sociolist Group; Mr
HougailIy, on behalf of the Liberal
and Allies Group; Lord Bessborough,
on behalf of the European Conserts-
atioe Group; Mr Nolan, on behalt of
the Group of European Progressiae
Democrats; Mr Spinelli, Member of
the Commission of the European Corn-
munities
Etplanation of uote:
Mr Lange
Adoption of the resolution
Proceilural motion:
Mr Noi 127
10. Agenda for the nex.t sitting
ANNEX: Oral questr,ons uhich could not
be answered during Question Time,
roith uritten ansu)ers
79
9.
82
99
120
727
127
7.
L28
99
t29
Sitting of Wednesday, 9 April 19?5 69
IN THE CHAIR: MR BORDU
Vice-President
(The sitting ruas opened at 72 noon)
President. 
- 
The sitting is open.
l. Approual of the minutes
President. 
- 
The minutes of proceedings of yes-
terday's sitting have been distributed.
Are there any comments?
The minutes of proceedings are adopted.
2. Membership of committees
President. 
- 
I have received from the Liberal
and Allies Group a request for the appointment
of Mr Bourdellds to the Associations Commit-
tee.
Are there any objections?
The appointment is ratified.
3. Tabling of a motion tor a resolution and,
adoption of urgent procedure
President. 
- 
I have received from Mr Liicker
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group,
Mr Fellermaier on behalf of the Socialist Group,
Mr Durieux on behalf of the Liberal and Allies
Group, Mr Kirk on behalf of the European Con-
servative Group and Mr de la Maldne on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats, a motion for a resolution, with request
for debate by urgent procedure pursuant to
Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure, on the situa-
tion of refugees in Indochina @oc. 36/75).
Are there any objections to the request for
urgent procedure?
The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.
I propose that the motion for a resolution be
dealt with as the last item on the agenda of
tomorrow, Thursday, 10 April 1975.
Are there any objections?
That is agreed.
4. Question Time
President. 
- 
The next item is Question Time.
The text of the questions for this Question Time
is published in Doc. 29175.
We shall begin with Questions to the Council
of the European Communities. I call Oral Ques-
tion No I by Mr Lenihan. It is worded as follows:
'In view of the statement (Point 10) in the Com-
muniqu6 of the Paris Summit to set up a workingparty to study the possibility of establis,tring a
Passport Union, what steps have been taken to
set up the working party and what will be its
terms of reference?'
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGer ald.,P r e sid, ent-in- O f f tc e o f th e C ouneil
oJ the European Cornmunities. 
- 
Work has
started on the setting up of a working-party to
study the possibility of establishing a passport
union and the subsequent introduction of a uni-
form passport. The Presidency will not overlook
the fact that a draft has to be submitted to the
governments of the Member States before 31
December 1976 if possible.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lenihan.
Mr Lenihan. 
- 
Mr President, I take it that Par-
liament will be consulted before the draft is
made final in regard to this matter, because the
procedure will be quite clear if it is coming from
the Commission. I should like to know what
procedure the Council of Ministers proposes to
adopt in this respect and in particular whether
Parliament will be consulted before a final draft
is decided upon.
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
The position is that the
working-party would expect to receive from the
Commission a proposal on the matter, and that
proposal would, of course, come before Parlia-
ment for its views before any question could
arise of the Council's taking a position on it.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lenihan.
Mr Lenihan. 
- 
Mr President, as long as the
proposal comes from the Commission to the
Parliament, we can examine it here.
President. 
- 
I call Oral Question No 2 by Mr
Gibbons. It is worded as follows:
'Considering that the target income under thefarm modernization scheme is, set too high for
many farmers, particularly in the West of Ireland(f,1 800), what measures does the Council envisage
to correct discrimination in the operation of this
scheme?'
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. President-in-Office of the Council
of the European Communities. 
- 
Council Direc-
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tive No lzhlgtFjBc on the modernization of
farms establishes a framework within which
Member States determine, in their legislation,
the precise criteria for implementing the direc-
tive and for granting aids under its provisions
(see in particular Article 4 (4)).
The national provisions are subsequently exa-
mined by the Commission, which, having re-
ceived the opinion of the Standing Committee on
Agricultural Structures, expresses itself on the
consistency of the national provisions with Direc-
tive No 72/159/EEC. With regard to Ireland, the
Commission decided on 20 January 1975 that
measures envisaged by the Irish Government in
its decision of 1 February 1974 were consistent
with the directive. It is clear therefore that
assessment of the practical application of the
directive in each Member State is the responsi-
bility not of the Council but of the Commission,
assisted by the Standing Committee on Agricul-
tural Structures.
Mr President, having clarified the formal posi-
tion and r61e of the Council-in this instance,
non-r6le of the Council-in this matter, I might
perhaps be permitted to add, speaking as Irish
Minister rather than as President, that, because
of the problem to which the honourable Member
has drawn attention, the Irish Government has
made further proposals to the Commission and
these will be considered by the Standing Com-
mittee on Agricultural Structures on 11 April.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gibbons.
Mr Gibbons. 
- 
Could the Minister say whether,
having regard to the fact that farm incomes
dropped by an estimated 30 per cent in Ireland
last year, he thinks the application of the in-
come standards referred to in the question are
fair and equitable? And further, would he say
whether, having regard to the uneven pattern
of farm incomes in the different countries of
the Community, he thinks a flat income level
for application of the farm modernization scheme
is fair and equitable?
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
My responsibility as President
of the Council is not engaged in relation to the
question, for the reason I explained at the outset.
But on the particular points raised, the fact is
that there was, of course, a drop in income.
Moreover, there are regional disparities in
income and, as Irish Minister rather than Presi-
dent, I must say that the system under which
there is a direct relationship to non-agricultural
income, regardless of the relative growth or
decline of agricultural and non-agricultural in-
come, and a relationship to the national non-
agricultural income rather than to regional
non-agricultural income, certainly poses prob-
lems. It is because of this that the Irish Govern-
ment has made further proposals.
Prcsident. 
- 
I call Mr Gibbons.
Mr G,ibbons. 
- 
Does the Minister not agree that,
in the final analysis, it is for the Council of
Ministers to direct the attention of the Commis-
sion to these problems to which he himself
refers?
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
The Commission will be
reporting back this year on the working of the
scheme, and, of course, it is open to any govern-
ment, if the working of the scheme is unsatis-
factory, to consider raising the matter with the
Council. But in the first instance, governments
naturally try to make the scheme work within
its present terms of reference before deciding to
take the matter further.
The honourabte Member's question was addres-
sed to the Minister, and I am afraid I am begin-
ning to answer too much as Minister and too
little as President.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gibbons.
Mr Gibbons. 
- 
Lastly and finally, Mr President,
may I thank the Minister for his reply and say
that while he answered more as an Irish Minis-
ter than as the President of the Council, the
amount of encouragement the participants-or
would-be participants-in the farm moderniza-
tion scheme may get from his reply is minimal.
President. 
- 
I call Oral Question No 3 by Mr
Klepsch. It is worded as follows:
'In view of political developments in Portugal and
of the preparations for elections, how does the
Council assess the present situation and future
tiends irr the light of the desire for fruitful coope-
ration between Portugal and the European Com-
nrunity?'
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
The Council recalls the decla-
rations of intention which it has made concerning
the attitude of the Community towards Portugal.
In the light of these, and at the request of the
Portuguese Government, the Council last Novem-
ber invited the Commission to explore the pos-
sibilities of developing and extending relations
between Portugal and the Community. To this
end the Joint Committee provided for in the
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EEC-Portugal agreement has set up a working-
party which is to report to the Joint Committee
at its next meeting.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Klepsch.
Mr Klepsch. 
- 
(D) Does the Council consider
that the development of the political structures
in Portugal will be a decisive factor in the
development of special relations with the Com-
munity?
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
I think, Mr President, it would
be neither appropriate nor tactful for me to
comment on the development of political struc-
tures in another country.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Klepsch.
Mr Klepsch. 
- 
(D) Mr President of the Council,
you have perhaps understood only part of my
question; may I repeat it slowly? All I wanted
to ask was whether the Council feels that the
development of special relations with the Com-
munity must be considered in the light of the
development of the political structures in Por-
tugal?
That was the gist of my question.
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
As the question has not
changed much it is hard for me to answer very
differently. The fact is that this review is under
way and that nothing that has happened alters
the desirability of the review or our hope that
it will be successful.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Jahn.
Mr Jahn. 
- 
(D) WilI the Council reconsider its
decision of the end of last year, in view of the
latest developments in Portugal, so that the
relations can be based on the present situation?
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald. 
- 
Well, our relationships with
other countries are obviously constantly under
review. There is no proposal at this stage to
undertake a particular review in relation to this
particular matter raised in the question.
President. 
- 
We shall turn now to Oral Ques-
tions to the Commission of the European Com-
munities.
I call Oral Question No 4 by Lord O'Hagan,
whose place is taken by Lord Lothian. It is
worded as follows:
'What benefits would the United Kingdom gain
by leaving the EEC?'
I call Mr Cheysson.
Mr Cheysson,Member of the Commission of the
European Communities. 
- 
(f') Mr President, the
Commission does not think that the honourable
Member's question arises. There could be no
benefit to the United Kingdom if it left the
Community.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Lord Lothian.
Lord Lothian. 
- 
May I thank the Commissioner
for that most interesting reply and express the
hope that it will be widely noted in my own
country?
President. 
- 
I call Oral Question No 5 by Lord
Reay. It is worded as follows:
'Since the replies given by Commissioner Gunde-
lach to questions put in this Parliament on Febru-
ary 19 on the subject of the United Kingdom's
trade deficit with the EEC have been the subject
of debate in the British Parliament, and his con-
clusions have been described as false by the
British Minister of Trade on the grounds that the
Commissioner failed to make a distinction between
total trade including oil trade, and non-oil trade,
could he say what the figures should have been
after taking account of British oil trade both with
other Member States and with third countries?'
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach, Member of the Commission of
the European Communities. 
- 
In a reply on 19
February to a question put by Mr Scott-Hopkins
on British trade, I stated that the trade figures
do not indicate that membership of the European
Economic Community has been disadvantageous
for Britain. The conclusion has been contested on
the grounds that the figures I quoted included
trade in oil and thereby disguised the fact that
a deterioration in the British balance of trade
in goods other than oil has mainly occurred in
trade with the European Economic Community.
What I used were the actual figures for British
trade, and they have not been contested. They
reflect reality by being the expression of actual
developments. They are not artificial figures
where some elements are subtracted or added
with the intention of leaving a certain impres-
sion. I stand by my figures and by the comments
with which I introduced them.
Of course, one very often attempts to correct
statistics for disturbing or accidental factors in
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order to get a clearer picture of the underlying
trend. For example, this is done by eliminating
seasonal factors, the influence of a bad harvest,
deliveries of ships or aircraft, etc., but the oil
price increase is not this simple kind of one-time
accidental phenomenon which can be eliminated
merely by subtracting oil from the trade figures.
If one wants to engage in the hypothetical exer-
cise of assessing the situation had the oil price
increases not occurred, one cannot subtract the
trade in oil from the figures. The oil price in-
creases have dramatically influenced the general
economic situation not only in Britain but in
the entire world. For example, they sparked off
inflation and contributed to the economic slow-
down.
In order to adjust to these consequences one
would have to establish a completely new eco-
nomic model, a model which, if not impossible,
at best would be extremely hazardous to estab-
lish. To illustrate some of the difficulties invol-
ved in describing a hypothetical situation in
figures, there is reason to emphasize, as I did in
my reply on 19 February, that Britain switched
to the EEC for her food imports and this switch
has resulted in a lower food-bill for Britain. In
addition, Britain's imports of goods such as
chemicals and plastic products from the EEC
partners became more expensive owing to the
oil price increases. These three categories of
items I mention are among the three biggest
items on the British import bill from the Com-
munity, and they are all oil-price-influenced.
The UK imports from the Community would
thus, in the hypothetical situation described,
have been noticeably smaller than indicated by
trade figures simply adjusted by eliminating oil
trade. Had the oil price increases not taken place,
one could on the export side have experienced a
higher economic activity.
This would have resulted in a lower overall trade
deficit and a lower deficit in trade with the EEC
partners because of the generally better condi-
tions for the export of industrial products.
Britain's overall deficit in trade would, of course,
have been lower had the oil prices not increased.
Undoubtedly, her deficit in trade with the EEC
partners would have been lower had the oil
prices not increased. But this has, indeed,
nothing to do with EEC membership, and I
would repeat that the figures, whether including
oil or not, do not indicate any adverse effect
on Britain through membership. On the contrary,
as stated on 19 February, there is naturally cause
for concern over Britain's trade deficit. This is,
however, due to general economic factors, both
inside Britain and internationally, but they are
not caused by EEC membership. Britain's ba-
lance-of-payments difficulties must be solved
by an increase in exports. This will be facilitated
by access to a large open market, a condition
which is fulfilled by being a member of the
European Economic Communities.
President. 
- 
I call Lord Reay.
Lord Beay. 
- 
I am very grateful to the Commis-
sionbr for the stout and convincing defence
which he has given of the statement which he
made to this House on 19 February and which
has been subject to misleading criticism in some
quarters. Would the Commissioner not agree that
the worrying problem of the United Kingdom
trade deficit is a problem which Britain has to
deal with, whether she is in the Community or
not, and that there is nothing to suggest that this
problem has been caused by the United King-
dom's membership of the Community, and could
he say what possible advantage there could be
from the point of view of the trade deficit for
the United Kingdom to give up membership of
the Community in order to become a member of
a free trade area with the Community? Would
this not be, in fact, to retain all the disadvan-
tages of which Mr Shaw complains without the
benefit of a share in the decisions by which
we would still be affected?
(Cries of 'Hear, hear!')
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach. 
- 
Mr President, I feel that the
self-contradictory nature of the criticism which
has been levelled against the comments and
figures I quoted is demonstrated by the fact that
the vast majority of participants in this discus-
sion, whatever their stand on the broader Euro-
pean issue, is in favour of free European trade
and as free a trade as possible between Europe
and the rest of the world. And if no other sub-
stantive argument can bring this artificial dis-
cussion to an end, this contradiction ought to
do it!
President. 
- 
I call Lady E1les.
Lady Elles. 
- 
The Commissioner just said that
British difficulties would be partly solved by an
increase in export trade with other Member
States of the Communities. Would he not also
agree that in the hypothetical event of the United
Kingdom's withdrawing from the Communities,
our export trade and orders, and consequently
external investment in the UK, would consi-
derably suffer and that hence jobs in the UK
would also suffer as a consequence of our hypo-
thetical withdrawal?
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President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach. 
- 
There is no doubt that if an
economy like the United Kingdom's stood in
isolation or moved into isolation, this would
cause a considerable degree of uncertainty which
would have a negative effect on economic
development.
President. 
- 
OraI Question No 6 by Mr Della
Briotta will be dealt with tomorrow during the
general debate on the situation in the wine
sector.
Since the questioner is absent, Oral Question
No 7 by Mr Premoli will be replied to in
writing x.
I call Oral Question No 8 by Mr Espersen. It is
worded as follows:
'Does the Commission think that in the long term
the destruction or denaturing of good food pro-
ducts may become an element of the EEC's market
policy for agriculture and fisheries and how does
it intend to encourage fishery producer's organiza-
tions to introduce voluntary quota systems for
catches in order to avoid destruction or dena-
turing?'
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of the
European Communities. 
- 
(NL) Mr President,
may I first of all make it clear that in no sector
-neither in agriculture, nor in horticulture, norin the fish industry-do we encourage or pay for
the destruction of food products. The only thing
that can be done under some regulations is that,
if there are excessive supplies of some food pro-
ducts, they are not given first priority-i.e. for
human consumption-but second priority-i.e.
they are used as animal foodstuffs. Only in such
cases may limited funds be made available to
restore the balance on the market.
As regards the fishery sector in particular, we
shall make increasing efforts to ensure that high-
quality fish is used as much as possible for
human consumption and less and less for the
fishmeal industry.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Espersen.
Mr Espersen. 
- 
(DK) May I thank the Com-
missioner for his answer, even though it was
somewhat brief. What I wus trying to get at were
the more long-term problems, and I should like
to ask the Commissioner whether it is not true
that people's attitudes towards the denaturing
or destruction of food products have changed
over the last few years, so that what was once
a traditional supplement to the market
mechanism is now becoming gradually less and
less practicable and will presumably finally be
abolished completely?
In this context, it would also be interesting to
know whether the Commission does not feel
that the trend must gradually be towards more
direct production planning, instead of attempts
at indirect planning-e.g. through destruction
subsidies.
To put it bluntly: is not 'direct planning of pro-
duction, as a way of avoiding overproduction,
gradually becoming worthy of serious consider-
ation?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I agree with
the questioner that high-quality food products
suitable for human consumption must, in future,
be used as little as possible for the secondary
sector, i.e. as animal fodder. This is, for instance,
one of the reasons why we are no longer giving
denaturing premiums for wheat this year.
In some sectors, however-in horticulture and
fishing, for instance-production depends greatly
on weather conditions, and supplies can rise to
twice or three times the norrnal within a very
short period. This problem can never be solved
by planning.
Planning, for instance, can never take account ot
the fact that supplies of tomatoes will suddenly
double in the third week of April because instead
of the average one day of sun per week, the sun
shines-let us say-for five days. And that is
only one example. Another example is fishing:
for 2 to 2 l/2 months this winter, the weather
prevented almost all fishing. This was suddenly
followed, at the end of January and the begin-
ning of February, by 6 weeks of fine weather.
The entire fishing fleet started fishing every-
where with renewed energy, and supplies were
suddenly twice as high as normal. Such develop-
ments in agriculture, horticulture and fishing
can never be foreseen. For social reasons, we
thus want to give the producers at least a
minimum guarantee. There is simply no esoap-
ing the fact that temporary surpluses have to
be taken off the market.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Frehsee.
Mr Frehsee. 
- 
(D) Am I right in taking the
first, basic part of Mr Lardinois' first reply to
mean that the Commission considers the possible
addition to petrol of wine alcohol obtained from
distillation of the surpluses-something fearedI Cf. Annex.
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by public opinion-represents, as the questioner
puts it, a destruction or denaturing of good food
products-in this case alcoholic beverages?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I have no
objection to a given low-quality wine, for
instance, being distilled without official aid and
used without public funds. I do, however, feel
that under no circumstances can public funds
be used for this purpose.
President. 
- 
I call Oral Question No 9 by Mr
Hiirzschel. It is worded as follows:
'What is ttre Commission's view on the safety of
the atomic power stations in the Community in the
light of the temporary shut-down and safety ins-
pection of 23 American nuclear power stations?'
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli, Member oJ the Commission of the
European Communities.- (l) Mr President, after
minute hairline cracks were discovered in some
boiling-water reactors at present operating in
the United States, the United States Atomic
Energy Commission, the designers and the
operators of all similar reactors immediately
started extensive safety checks. It was found
that there had been no leak of radioactivity.
The Americans have meanwhile also emphasized
that cracks of this type spread slowly and can
thus be discovered by the relevant detection
systems in time, before they become an actual
threat to the safety of the reactor.
As far as the Community is concerned, respons-
ibility for granting authorization to operate
nuclear power stations and for inspection lies
with the nuclear safety authorities in each
Member State.
The Commission has been informed that these
authorities have taken the necessary steps to
check the five reactors of ,the same type opera-
ting in Europe, and that no such cracks have yet
been found. The speed of reaction and the extent
of the steps taken by the responsible authorities
reveal the watchfulness and care with which
safety problems in nuclear power stations are
treated.
The Commission, for its part, has recently
submitted to the Council and Parliament a
memorandum on the technological problems
involved in nuclear safety. The aim of this docu-
ment is to strengthen considerably what has
already been done ,at Community level towards
achieving a gradual standardization of the
methods and criteria of nuclear safety, and
towards the coordination of the safety research
programmes.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hdrzschel.
Mr Hfirzschel. 
- 
(D) Mr Commissioner, may I
then ask you what the Commission has done
since to publish these results, in view of the
fact that there is increasing resistance and
uncertainty about the safety situation in nuclear
power stations, and that the opponents of the
power stations are taking advantage of these
results to arouse feeling against the stations, as
we have seen increasingly recently in the coun-
tries of the Community. What does the Commis-
sion intend to do to combat this?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) Mr President, the subject of
this question is dealt with in the next oral
question. I would therefore prefer to reply to
this question when we come to Oral Question
No 10.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Nod.
Mr NoE. 
- 
(I) Mr President, in view of the fact
that these cracks are essentially a problem of
materials, I should like to ask Commissioner
Spinelli whether the departments of the Joint
Research Centre engaged in materials research
have been instrueted to study this phenomenon,
not only for the sake of the United States, but
also for the sake of Europe.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) The answer is yes. The Joint
Research Centre is doing this. I would, however,
emphasize that this problem does not specifically
concern the nuelear reactors, but rather the hot-
water inflow tubes.
Fresident. 
- 
I call Oral Question No 10 by Mr
Nod. It is worded as follows:
'Does the Commission not consider that in view
of the difficulties often raised by local authorities
concerning the building of nuclear power stations
in various Member States, it should adopt a clear
general position on this important problem and
intervene directly in the individual discussions in
the most important cases, thereby helping to clear
up some misunderstanding and to make the posi-
tions which these same Member States will adopt
on the subject more uniform?'
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(I) Mr President, like the honour-
able Member, the Commission is very worried
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about the difficulties of all kinds encountered in
building nuclear power stations, but it does not
consider it its duty to intervene in the individual
cases arising at local level. Furthermore, the
Commission has on several occasions stated its
opinion on this matter, in a series of major
initiatives which I shall list briefly:
A) Programme of action on the environment,
approved in November 1973 and providing
for major action in the handling and
storage of radioactive waste; Parliament
will be voting on this this afternoon.
B) Resolution on energy and the environ-
ment, approved by the Council in
November 1974; this places particular
emphasis on the need for strict supervision
of the use of nuclear energy, so as to
safeguard the population and the natural
environment.
C) Programme of action for the promotion
of the use of nuclear energy, produced in
February 1974, the first and most
important section of which deals with
protection of health and the population
and the safeguanding of the environment.
On the basls of this programme, the Commission
has already submitted to the Council proposals
on the harmonization of the basic standards for
radiation protection, drawn up by the Council in
1959 under the Euratom Treaty, and on the
technological problems involved in nuclear
safety.
These proposals will be followed by action on
the thermal effects of the power stations, the
potential radiological implications of the long-
term nuclear programmes, the downgrading of
obsolete nuclear power stations, the transporta-
tion of radioactive materials and legislation on
the choice of sites.
I would remind you also of the constant applica-
tion of Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty, which
allows the Commission to check, at a technical
level, the adherence to the requirements of
radiation protection in the design of the nuclear
power stations. More than 75 projects have
already been examined. Finally, the Commission
is at present undertaking a comprehensive study
of the various aspects of the problem raised by
Mr Nod, the aim of this being to assess the
methods and limits of the steps it may possibly
take to provide the public with full, objective
and consistent information.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Nod.
Mr Noi. 
- 
(I) May I first of all thank Commis-
sioner Spinelli for his reply and then ask him
whether, in view of the fact that the discussions
at local level are often based on inadequate
information, he does not feel that a statement of
the Commission's opinions-not necessarily bind-
ing, but simply advisory-would raise the level
of the discussion by introducing greater objec-
tivity and an improved knowledge of the prob-
lem.
At the same time, this would be a good move
for Europe, since it would increase the European
involvement in a current national problem and
would be a valuable addition to the steps which
Commissioner Spinelli has just listed.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) Mr President, I have already
tried to answer this question-which is the same
as the one put by Mr Hdrzschel-by saying that
the Commission is investigating the possibility
of informing the public as fully as possible,
objectively and consistently in all the countries
of the Community. It is a problem of which we
are aware and which we are trying to sslve.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Giraud.
Mr Giraud. 
- 
(F) Could the Commissioner say
whether, when there is an incident or accident
in a nuclear power station, the Commission is
in a position to distinguish between a genuine
nuclear accident and a normal operating incident
which could happen in any power station?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) Yes, with the information
available to it, the Commission can distinguish
between the two. In my reply, I made a point
of stressing that the incidents which happened
in America and which we are trying to prevent
in the Community through extreme watchful-
ness, were normal incidents and are not peculiar
to nuclear power stations. It was the hot-water
inflow tubes which were involved.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hiirzschel.
Mr Hdrzschel. 
- 
(D) Mr Spinelli, you said that
the responsibility lay with the Member States,
and you also listed the measures initiated by the
Commission. However, does not the new situa-
tion, which I feel jeopardizes the Community
energy supply programme, preser-t the Commis-
sion with new factors which make it necessary
for it to play a greater part in informing the
public and in encouraging coordination between
the Member States?
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President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) Mr President, it is quite
probable that the Commission will have to be
given new tasks. May I repeat that we have
decided to tackle the whole problem and to dis-
cuss it in the light of these new requirements, in
the light of this large-scale 'nuclear' debate
which has started in our countries. It is clear
that I cannot reply to this question at the mo-
ment. All I can do is to give an assurance that
the Commission has decided to study the prob-
lem.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Espersen.
Mr Espersen. 
- 
(DK) Does the Commissioner
agree that an accident in a nuclear power station
-even 
if it involves only technical circumstances
which themselves have nothing to do with
nuclear power-could have more serious conse-
quences than elsewhere. For instance, if a cooling
system breaks down in a nuclear power station,
this breakdown could have more serious conse-
quences than if it happened in a plant of another
kind.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) It is clear that, in nuclear
plants, incidents which are not particularly con-
nected with the handling of the nuclear material
have consequences which differ from those in
other power stations.
This problem involves the general field of safety
and the organic approach to the risks and safety
conditions relating to the development of nuclear
power stations.
As far as the Community is concerned, we shall
tackle this problem and try to give it maximum
publicity. The precise reply will obviously
depend on the choice made, and can be given
only at the end-not the beginning-of the
nuclear debate.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cointat.
Mr Cointat . 
- 
(F) Mr President, may I join
Mr Nod in pressing the Commission to say
whether it would not indeed be desirable for
it to be actually present at the information
meetings on nuclear power stations which are
currently being held in the Member States and,
for instance, in the regional bodies in France.
I feel that the actual presence of a Commission
expert would help to strengthen European
feeling and make the construction of Europe
easier.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli. 
- 
(l) I can only reply that we shall
study this suggestion to see to what extent it
can be implemented. I would, however, point out
that the wide range of competencies necessarily
imposes certain limits.
President. 
- 
Since the questioner is absent, Oral
Question No 11 by Mr Normanton will be ans-
wered in writing 1.
I call Oral Question No 12 by Mr Durieux, whose
place is taken by Mr Houdet. It is worded as
follows:
'Does the Commission feel that the European Par-
liament is able to carry out its task of democratic
control in cases where it is corrsulted on the basis
of Article 235 of the EEC Treaty when essentially
the decision is taken by the Council in the light of
a memorandum submitted to it by'the Commis-
sion?'
I call Mr Cheysson.
Mr Cheysson, Member of the Comrnission of the
European Communities. 
- 
(f') Mr President,
the Commission attaches the greatest importance
to the European Parliament's ability to carry out
fully the consultative function granted to it by
the Treaty and, in particular, Article 235 thereof.
The Commission often takes the initiative in
suggesting to the Council that Parliament should
be consulted on proposals for which consultation
is not legally obligatory, but which are of parti-
cular political importance.
In the case of Article 235, consultation of Parlia-
ment on proposals from the Commission is obli-
gatory. If the Commission sometimes draws up
a memorandum or issues a commu4ication be-
fore framing its formal proposal, it is precisely
to enable it to obtain advance information on
the reactions of the institutions-including Par-
liament-to its ideas about the policy to be
followed, the proposals to be made.
In any case, Parliament is then consulted on
the Commission's formal proposal. This means
that, if Parliament has not taken advantage of
the previous opportunity to express its opinion
on the Commission's communication, it can cer-
tainly at this stage play the normal rdle assigned
to it by the Treaty. May I add, Mr President, that
Parliament's influence on the decisions of the
Council-with particular reference to Article
235-will increase considerably and will become
of a public and fundamental nature through
the conciliation procedure, which obviously
enjoys priority under this Article.
I Cl, Annex,
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fact that the dollar has dropped by 100/o against
the unit of account since July of last year, the
refunds have been cut by an average of 350/0.
And even then the milk price obtained by our
farmers is no higher than that obtained by
American farmers. There is no difference in
price, even when the prices are expressed in
dollars.
It is simply a difference in policy. Farmers in
America get more for their drinking milk than
those in Europe. In other words, the consumer
pays a part of this. This is not the case under
our policy. Basically, the price of drinking milk
is the same as the price of milk for processing'
and that is why we need these refunds. If we
were to lower the price of our processing milk,
so that the consumer paid more for drinking
milk and this bit extra was added to the far-
mers' income, we would have the same policy as
the United States and no refunds would be
needed. Since, however, we have a different
policy, these refunds were very convenient.
There is no question of dumping, there is no
talk between the United States and Europe of a
natural advantage of one over the other-only
of a difference in policy, a difference in practice.
I do feel, however, that we are still entitled to
act as we ourselves think fit.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Giraud.
Mr Giraud. 
- 
(F) Apart from the United States,
do other countries apply the same policy vis-d-
vis the Community?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) I cannot remember at the
moment,
President. 
- 
I caII Oral Question No 14 by Mr
Howell. It is worded as follows:
'Since the 31st December 19?4 the fuel subsidy to
British glasshouse growers has been discontinued,
whereaJother Member States are subsidising fuel
to their glasshouse industries. What steps does the
Commiss-ion intend to take to ensure that British
glasshouse growers do not have to face unfair
competition from other EEC countries?'
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, last year,
in view of the enormous increase in fuel prices,
we authorized the Member States to grant a
subsidy on oil for glasshouses and certain forms
of fishery, to cover a maximum of 500/o of the
difference between the original and current
prices. At the end of last year, the period af
application of this regulation was extended to
1 July of this year. This extens'ion was not
approved by the British Government, but it was
by some other governments. I feel that because
of this, and because of the continuing price
differential between oil and other fuels even
despite the subsidy, we are faced with an
extremely serious distortion of competition in
the glasshouse industry. We have told both
Parliament and the Council that we shall shortly
be making suitable proposals in order to achieve
a uniform policy in this sector throughout the
Community. Fortunately, we have had an
unusually mild winter, so that this problem
has perhaps not been so serious as would other-
wise undoubtedly have been the case, but I feel
that we can take no further risks in this matter.
The proposals which the Commission of the
European Communities will be submitting to the
Council in a few weeks' time must ensure that
normal conditions of competition are restored in
this sector.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Howell.
Mr Howell. 
- 
Mr President, may I thank the
Commissioner for his very full and thoughtful
reply, but can I urge him to try to persuade the
British Government, even at this late stage, to
reconsider its shortsighted policy and to re-
introduce the aid which it was previously giving
for the six months between 31 December and
June, when it is proposed to have a uniform
policy for the whole Community? I believe it
is essential that this should be done in order
to safeguard the interests of the British pro-
ducers and also to maintain the credibility of
the EEC.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) Under Articles 92 to 94
of the EEC Treaty, we can autho'rize the
Member States to do this. That has been done.
We cannot, however, force the Member States
to do it. Nevertheless, I feel that it would be
desirable for the British Government to make
use of this authorization. Formally, I can take
no steps in this matter, but I assure the House
that I shall contact the British Government
informally and draw its attention to this aspect'
President. 
- 
I caII Mr Gibbons.
Mr Gibbons. 
- 
Mr President, could I ask the
Commissioner to use the same good offices that
he promises to the author of the question in
regard to the British Government, in regard to
the Irisn Government too, because the Irish
glasshouse producers suffer from the salne
disadvantages as those in the United Kingdom,
and there is undoubtedly a distortion of trade
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President. 
- 
I call Oral Question No 13 by
Mr Coust6. It is worded as follows:
'Can the Commission give its views on what is
already referred to as the 'cheese war' which has
apparently resulted from the reintroduction by the
Community of refunds on exports of cheese, which
the American authorities treat as export subsidies,
leading to the imposition of compensatory levies
on cheese entering the territory of the United
States?'
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I shall be
happy to give some further details of this affair.
rvVe have had these difficulties with the Ameri-
cans for more or less a year now. In order not
to impede the passing of the US foreign trade
law we decided, in July of last year, to suspend
all refunds on cheese temporarily. This was done
until the beginning of February this year, when
we reintroduced these refunds for most varieties
of cheese, although at a level approximately one-
third lower than applied before July 1974. In
spite of this, the Americans were not content,
and new negotiations with the American Govern-
ment on the matter have been in progress since
about mid-February this year. The negotiations
had made such good progress, and we had made
so many concessions in the matter, that it seemed
that a solution could be reached before Easter.
Rough1y, this solution was that all refunds
would be discontinued for cheese from Europe
which was in direct competition with American
produce and which was intended for indirect
consumption-i.e. for industrial and other pro-
cessing in the United States-while the refunds
for cheese intended for direct consumption-
most of this is high-quality cheese from southern
Europe-would be retained. On this basis, we
felt that we could reach an agreement before
Easter with an American delegation led by the
second highest official in the American Depart-
ment of Agriculture. After Easter, however, it
became clear that we have not got that far after
all, particularly since the American Government
made its agreement conditional upon an agree-
ment with some senators, and these senators, in
turn, have made their agreement conditional
upon an agreement with the dairy industry.
This appears to be the position. I have no com-
ment to make on it, but I would simply say that
we have not yet solved the problem. It is not
impossible that we will in fact find a solution
but the Commission's flexibility and its readiness
to compromise in this matter are now more or
less exhausted.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Coust6.
Mr Coust6. 
- 
(F) Commissioner Lardinois, I am
extremely interested by your reply, but what I
am worried about is that we are faced with new
American demands deriving from the fact that
official circles in that country-I am not
speaking of professional circles-are establish-
ing a kind of precedence for an old national law
-that of 1897--over the GATT regulations. TheGATT regulations are thus being stripped of
significance because of prior national legislation.
This is particularly serious, because although the
issue is cheese, tomorrow it may be other pro-
duce such as soya beans, or even industrial pro-
ducts. We are up against a problem of principle,
and it is on this point of principle that I should
like to be sure that the Commission will remain
firm, because the interests of the whole Euro-
pean Economic Community are at stake.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) You may rest assured that
we shall certainly not put this principle at risk,
and you may also rest assured that we are not
prepared to go any further than is justified.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cointat.
Mr Cointat. 
- 
(F) I would go even further than
Mr Coust6. At present, because the refunds are
based on the letters of credit, they pay the
import duty into the United States. Commis-
sioner Lardinois, could not this state of affairs
be remedied, since to my mind this is an unjus-
tified customs duty?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) This is one aspect of the
matter. I must say that f am extremely disturbed
by the American attitude, and I should like to
express to Parliament my firm belief that Ame-
ricans will find their own exports greatly en-
dangered if they refuse imports from Europe
in every sector.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Frehsee.
Mr Frehsee. 
- 
(D) Is not the reintroduction of
export refunds for cheese a direct result of the
Community agricultural policy-which was,
after all, approved by this Parliament-and of
the Commission's efforts to enforce the higher
prices subsequently decided upon by the Coun-
cil of Ministers?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) No, that is not the case.
Despite the fact that our prices were increased
at the beginning of February, and despite the
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between both British and Irish glasshouse pro-
ducers and those of the Community.
President. 
--I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) I do not think the Irish
and British cases are the same, since till 1978
the principal glasshouse products are much rnore
strongly protected in Ireland than in Britain.
There is thus a furndamental diflerence in
practice, although the two cases may appear the
same superficially.
In practice, however, the glasshouse industry in
Ireland is much more strongly protected till
1978.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Corrie.
Mr Corrie. 
- 
Mr President, can the Commission
say if Britain is the only country that did not
give this grant to glasshouse growers, or was
there any other country that also did not give
it?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois. 
- 
(NL) Denmark does not give
any grant either, nor does Ireland, but the
Danish glasshouse industry also enjoys greater
protection, up till 1978, than the British industry.
Nor has the German Governmerrt used this
authorization to the full, as several other
Member States have,done.
President. 
- 
The period allotted for Question
Time has now elapsed. Unless the authors wish
otherwise, the questions which were not called
will be answered in writing.t
Question Time is closed.
Thank you, Mr FitzGerald, Mr Cheysson, Mr
Gundelach, Mr Lardinois and Mr Spinelli.
The proceedings will now be suspended until
3.00 p.m.
The House will r;ise.
(The sitting 'was suspended, at 1.70 p.m. and
resurned, at 3.00 p.m.)
IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT
Vice-President
President. 
- 
The sitting is resumed.
r See Annex: OraI questions not answered during QuestionTime, with written answers.
5. Conlerence on Security and Cooperation in
Europe
President. 
- 
The next item is the debate on the
report drawn up by Mr Radoux on behalf of
the Political Affairs Committee on the Confer-
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) (Doc. 485/74).
I call Mr Radoux.
Mr Radoux, rapporteur. 
- 
(F) Mr President,
ladies and gentlernen, first of all I should like
to make one remark by way of introduction. It
was practically impossible for the Political Af-
fairs Committee of the European Parliament to
say in relation to a fixed point irt time every-
thing which might have been said about this
subject, i.e. about a conference which has now
been going on for two years. I therefore have
a reservation to make about my explanatory
statement. I know it contains things which are
already out of date. If I had it to rewrite today,
I would doubtless write it differently and if we
were to meet again in a month's time, I would
perhaps write a still different statement. I
hasten to add, howwer, that the resolution was
worded in such a way that it is still valid today,
as I shall have the opportunity of explaining in
a few moments.
'When oonsidering the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe, there is one thing
we must not do and that is to believe that it
is an isolated occurrence, to believe that it is
only in Geneva today and in Helsinki tomorrow
that the big and the not-so-big countries are
meeting.
At this very moment negotiations are taking
pl,ace in Vienna between the East and the West
on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions and
at the Conference itself we have in the last
few weeks witnessed the emergence of a new
factor, namely the consideration of nuclear
weapons, ,despite the fact that the Conference
was only supposed to concern itself with
traditional weapons. Things are moving fast.
There are also the negotiations between the two
major world powers on intercontinental mis-
siles, the GATT negotiations to which four of
the so-called East European countries belong,
and the various bilateral and multilateral
negotiations and meetings which are taking
place, in particular between the Eastern bloc
and the West.
It would perhaps be a good idea to comment on
the origins of the Conference and to say what
made it possible. As regards its origins, the
initiative for the Conference was taken by the
Soviet Union as long ago as 1954, but, although
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I did not mention it in my report for reasons
of brevity, I think history will record that it
was in fact at the Karlovy Vari C,onference in
196?, attended by fourteen communist countries,
that the aims and methods of the communist
world were defined; and if anyone is interested,
Iater on I shall list the fourteen points agreed
at the Karlovy Vari Conference' These are most
interesting, not just from the point of view of
knowing the prograrrune of the communist
parties, but in order to bear in mind what aims
they are pursuing in Europe and in the world
as a whole.
What made the Conference possible? Here the
initiative came from the West. The path to
negotiation was opened thanks to the policy of
the Federal Republic of Germany towards the
Eastern bloc and the agreement between the
four powers and between West and East Ger-
many on the Berlin question. Thus today the
era of negotiation has begun between two polit-
ical philosophies. This is an historic event: two
systems are confronting each other in Europe
in onder to arrive at mutual understanding
instead of to fight. To those who argue that
the work of the Conference is progressing
slowly, we would emphasize the scale and
complexity of the subject under discussion'
Thirty-five countries are represented at the
meeting, and they are there for the first time
in thirty years. As members of the European
Community we are delighted to observe that
the whole of Europe is present, side by side
with the other powers.
Just one last remark before briefly considering
the progress of work: ladies and gentlemen, to
meet does not automatically mean to succeed.
Where there is form there is necessarily
substance. We must therefore not be surprised
that the work has already taken a long tirne
and will go on for some time still.
The Conference cannot fail, since the conse-
quences of failure would be too serious for the
security we are trying to consolidate and the
cooperation which we want to set in motion on
this modern multilateral basis. Negotiation must
now continue in the three committees and the
attitude we sometimes hear about and which in
my opinion is not a political attitude, namely
that of weariness, must be avoided' I think it
is necessary to be all the more determined as
in Geneva and in Helsinki the states are not
entering into legal commitments but subscrib-
ing to principles and declarations to which they
intend to adhere.
I shall now give a very brief outline of the work
of the Conference. At the ti,me of speaking nine
of the principles of the first committee, known
as the Political Committee, have been adopted'
but I hasten to add that the f,irst reading is not
yet finished and the ninth principle was adopted
only last week in Geneva.
I shall not list these principles, as I assume they
are familiar to you, but I would make just one
remark about them: we must not create the iI-
lusion that the solemn declaration of a set of
political standards is sufficient to guarantee
security in Europe. We must at the same time
and in the same quarter establish certain rules
stating that this security can only be achieved
if concrete measures are adopted in the military
sphere.
I have in mind in particular the Vienna Con-
ference on Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc-
tions of which I have just spoken. In Geneva,
however, it is essential for agreement to be
reached on various practical measures aimed at
building greater trust between the participants.
The results which \Me are able to achieve on
proposals in this sphere will inevitably be a test
of the credibility of the political standards which
are drawn up.
This involves at least two,major diJficulties. The
first is bound up with the military aspect of
security, in other words the notification of mili-
tary manoeuvres. As far as we are concerned,
it is important to determine the conditions of
these notifications: the time limit for giving
notification, the parties who are to receive such
notification, the lirnit beyond which manoeuvres
must be notified, and the area withia which
manoeuvres must be notified. I say all this
because, as we know, some powers are wont to
declare that this commitment should be a volun-
tary commitment. I do not think, ladies and
gentlemen, that an approach of that kind is
going to get anywhere at this ConJerence'
I should like to make a second observation, of
a politicat nature this tirne. We are familiar with
the concept of the inviolability of frontiers urged
by the Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc. I think
that while we are in agreement with this con-
cept of the inviolability of frontiers, we in the
West must link it to the idea of being free to
modify frontiers by agreement, and here I have
in mind very broadly, of course, the freedom for
the West, in particular our Community, to
modify our frontiers peacefully and by mutual
agreement, if we wish to do so.
I do not think that one of these concepts can
be accepted without the other.
I turn now to Committee II which is responsible
for economic matters. And as often happens, we
have been a little surprised in the past few
weeks, because we did not really expect the
worst difficulties to emerge until we spoke about
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the third committee, that responsible for human
and cultural problems.
The entire business, and I mean the entire
business, of this Conference is political. Con-
trary to what has been said by some during the
past few weeks, nothing is technical and there-
fore nothing is secondary. It is because
everything is political that we must do all we
can to achieve results in each of the committees.
I said a few moments ago that it was in econo-
mic matters that we were not encountering dif-
ficulties. These matters are of political import-
ance and the solutions which are adopted will
have a major influence on future economic co-
operation between the states and our Commun-
itv.
In this connection it is useful to point out that
trade must be based on the concept of reci-
procity, i.e. of equal range, to ensure that
equivalent advantages are exchanged. This is
so-called overall reciprocity. It requires that
obligations be accepted on both sides. The
Eastern bloc countries are not all in the same
position, for example, with regard to GATT. This
applies to certain countries belonging to Corne-
con and such a situation implies certain con-
sequences regarding the possibility of granting
the benefit of the most-favo,ured-nation clause
to certain countries.
We are getting involved here in another con-
cept, that of equality, which has been empha-
sized by our opposite numbers from the East.
It is not possible to achieve satisfactory results
if we do not tackle all the aspects of economic
rules as divergent as those applied by the state-
trading nations and by nations with a free
marked economy.
Without going into all the difficulties which
need to be overcome, suffice it to say that as
far as economic relations are concerned, the
basic problems have, at the time of speaking,
not yet been solved. To be precise, we have not
reached what in politics is generally called an
impasse, but the going is heavy and it is neces-
sary to avoid all ambiguity. Economic a-nd com-
mercial matters in general are the business of
a1l the participants, they are not the exclusive
business of the Eastern and Western countries.
I say this in the interests of achieving a situa-
tion and future relations mutually advantageous
to all the participants.
The work so far has resulted in a sort of charter
of industrial cooperation both within and outside
Europe. This is an indisputable achievement,
but there are too many unfinished discussions'
to allow a satisfactory pronouncement at the
moment on the subjects which I have just men-
tioned.
Finally, I come to the last committee, that res-
ponsible for cultural and human problems.
Ladies and gentlemen, the third committee is
the one in which d6tente encounters its real
test. If this d6tente is not to remain precarious,
human contacts must be amplified. The achieve-
ment of the Geneva Conference regarding the
agreement on family reunification is, for
instance, worth noting but it is to be regretted
at the same time that the long-awaited final
decision on the working conditions of journalists
has still not been taken. Some progress has been
made, but not enough.
As regards the rest of the business covered by
this committee, I would emphasize that there
will be great disappointment in the West if more
tangible results than those so far achieved are
not forthcoming. ReaI cooperation cannot be
based solely on standards or principles which
only concern relationshipp between states. If
there is to be a climate of confidence in Europe,
people must be allowed to move more freely
and the obstacles which continue to impede the
dissemination of ideas must be removed.
To achieve results, definite measures must be
framed, which we cannot allow to be cancelled
out of simple recourse to the concept of the
national sovereignty of the conference parti-
cipants.
Finally, Mr President, I turn to the question of
'foIlow-up'.
We did not mention this in our resolution
because at that time-five months ago-the idea
of follow-up had not appeared on the agenda.
On this point I shall perhaps depart from the
opinion of some of my colleagues when I say,
quite bluntly, that I am not in favour of imme-
diate institutional follow-up. I think that in the
long run it wilt be a good thing to have some
sort of institutionalization between the coun-
tries of westerrt and eastern Europe, because I
do not think that once the conference is over
we should say goodbye, perhaps we will meet
again. I really believe that there must be a
follow-up to this conference, and this follow-up
could, I think, in certain circumstances be made
permanent, in particular by some system of con-
sultation.
My closing words, Mr President, will be the
logical conclusion of what I have said. I shall
close with a principle, a method and a con-
viction. The principle is that the alternative
facing East and West wqs as follows: either
confrontation, or agreement to disagree on
certain questions and cooperation on others.
Secondly, the method: continuous negotiation
is the method to which I give my preference
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and was the one I mentioned in connection with
follow-up.
Finally, my conviction, which is that if we as
a Community wish to be respected we must
ourselves respect a fundamental law, namely
the law of equilibrium in international relations.
In order to achieve equilibrium we in western
Europe must be united and we shall probably
never feel the advantages of this unity more
keenly than at this conference.
The Community is an essential element of equi-
librium in Europe. I believe that by accepting
the Community as such, both our allies and
our opposite numbers at the conference table
will really come to accept that political union
is a good thing in itself.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Klepsch to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Klepsch. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we believe that this debate is taking
place at an extremely favourable time. \Me are
now apparenUy in the final stages of the second
phase of the conference, and this gives the
European Parliament and its political groups
an excellent opportunity to present their
opinions to our peoples and governments.
The Conference for Security and Cooperation in
Europe can obviously not be seen in isolation'
It is clear that the negotiations are taking
place at a time when the world situation is
subjecting d6tente to very severe strains. Acts
of aggression, violations of ceasefires, grenade
attacks on women and children and on other
civilians, untold suffering in South Vietnam,
all raise serious questions about paper gua-
rantees of security. With great concern we
observe the activity of the Communists in
Portugal, and the support they are receiving
from the Soviet Union. Nor can we disregard
the growing risk of war in the Middle East.
It is therefore perfectly understandable that
in the final phase of this conference our peoples
should be paying particular attention to the
results.
The conference follows joint endeavours by the
two superpowers, who began talks as long ago
as 1963, and within the framework of the policy
of d6tente we too are working towards the
aim of bringing about the peaceful coexistence
of peoples and increased trust and cooperation
between states. Our basic objective must be to
determine the causes of the problems and the
action which needs to be taken to overcome
them.
The explanatory statement of the report, which
has my fuII agreement and on which I should
Iike to congratulate the rapporteur, is an
extremely thorough piece of work, but it is
also a labour of Sisyphus, since it will be
in constant need of modification and amplifica-
tion. Various differences of interpretation and
emphasis are possible and some gaps are bound
to remain. Nevertheless, we think that it is a
good basis on which to judge the motion for a
resolution, which we fully approve. At the end
of my speech I shall single out one or two
details to illustrate our attitude towards this
resolution.
One thing that is certain is that the golden
dreams which accompanied the opening of the
Geneva negotiations began long ago to lose
their lustre.
Of course I do not deny that many positive re-
sults have been achieved. And we are delighted
that this has been largely due to the united
front presented by the Nine. The Soviet Union
has accepted_ that representatives of the Com-
mission of the European Community speak on
the Community's behalf in matters falling
within its competence. The solidarity shown
by the Nine deperves recognition and must con-
tinue in the future, since fortunately not even
the long duration of the conference has under-
mined the basic principle of such negotiations,
which is to negotiate patiently and persistently
on a give-and-take basis, while taking into
account the interests of all concerned, so that
a balanced solution acceptable to both sides may
be achieved.
I agree in principle with Mr Radoux that even
in matters where the Soviet Union is unwil-
ling to grant concessions we must not abruptly
interrupt or postpone the proceedings, as this
simply weakens our negotiating position andjeopardizs the rezults of the negotiations.
Whispered threats of the fall of Brezhnev in the
Soviet Union do not, in my opinion, make the
slightest difference in this respect. The Eastern
bloc has fortunately admitted that it initially
underestimated the capacities of its Western
negotiating partners, and its hopes for a quick
conclusion to the conference with rapidly tiring
Western negotiators have not been fulfilled.
But it is also true that, as regards our own
principal expectations for this conference, we
are still confronted with a number of major
question marks.
Firstly, we deeply regret that the objective and
chronological link we demanded between poli-
tical and military efforts to achieve d€tente,
i.e. by means of negotiations between the CSCE
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and the MBFR, has gradually become more and
more tenuous and is threatening to disappear
altogether. From the point of view of the major
aim of achieving greater security for Europe
this development can only be described as
unfortunate.
It must also be understood that the recognition,
implicit in the CSCE, of Soviet control of
Eastern and Central Europe can only be
accepted by us on condition that the Eastern
bloc makes zubstantial concessions on the free
movement of persons, ideas and information,
human rights and the right of peoples to self-
determination, military security and the restora-
tion of the balance of power in Europe. People
want more security, that is the key point, and
we have always been in favour of offeriag
\Mestern know-how and cooperation if we can
obtain more security in exchange. But on no
account can we accept Soviet hegemony in
Europe.
One brief remark regarding the list of principles:
this does not represent a new European, regional
law of nations. It can only help to strengthen
the existing universal law. I would stress that
as regards the work carried out so far to for-
mulate these principles, and in particular those
points which have yet to be decided-I shall
go into this in more detail at the end of my
speech-there ctut be no question of our
backing down in the matter of European union.
But there have also been certain developments
in connection with other principles which we
find rather unfortunate. Consider, for example,
the theme of the renunciation of force. The
Rumanians' demand that the presence of foreign
troops should not be allowed without the agree-
ment of the national government wap rejected
and was replaced by a ban on invasions on1y.
I find it regrettable too that the peaceful arbi-
tration procedure demanded by Switzerland also
went by the board.
But ladies and gentlemen, nothing is more con-
ducive to the growth of confidence than the
free flow of information and human contacts,
and this is why Basket III has the special atten-
tion of my Group. We should like to say most
emphatically that we should be extremely sorry
if, by means of some preamble containing a
reservation about sovereignty, the very small
concessions so far obtained in the operative
agreements on the free movement of persons,
ideas and information were further undermined.
One thing however, is quite certain: on this
quqstion we do not wish to leave this con-
ference empty-handed. I think it is high time
to put a stop to the practice of subjecting those
who campaign for the establishment of basic
human rights to severe punishment on the
grounds that they constitute a danger to peace.
As long as people who demonstrate peacefully
in the Soviet Union or in the German Demo-
cratic Republic for the establishment of basic
human rights are sentenced to long terms of
imprisonment, we know that we still have a
long way to go before the aims which we set
ourselves for this conference item are achieved.
We do, however, at least assume that the com-
plete, unabridged texts of the conference docu-
ments will be published in each of the parti-
cipant countries.
As for Basket II, we are satisfied with the atti-
tude and the work of the Commission and the
Nine, and we urge them to continue to be
guided by the same principles.
A remark about the so-called follow-up to the
conference. This part of the report, as formul-
ated by Mr Radoux, does not meet with quite
the same degree of approval from my Group,
and I think the an5wer to this can be found
quite clearly in the motion for a resolution. We
Christian-Democrats share the view of the Nine
that after the end of the conference there should
be a follow-up phase during which we will
see whether the agreements reached are
observed and what effect they will have. We
shall then be able to meet again some time later
and decide how to continue. One thing is quite
certain: any obstacles to European union created
by any institution would in our opinion consti-
tute a totally unacceptable situation. We must
therefore test the operation of the agreements
very carefully.
To sum up, my Group is in full agreement
with the motion for a resolution. We shall not,
however, be able to regard the forthcoming
results of the conference as satisfactory unless
the following requirements are met. Firstly, any
imbalance in the discussions owing to pnessure
of time and leading to one-sided results must
be avoided.
Secondly, it must be clearly agreed that no
direct or indirect obstacles may be laid in the
path of European union in the European Com-
munity. This will also serve as a touchstone
for the future. The right of peoples to self-
determination must remain fully intact.
Thirdly we expect suhstantial progress in
Basket III, especially in connection with the
free movement of persons and ideas. This initia-
tive by the West must not be allowed to run
aground, and the agreement already reached
on family unification can on no account be
regarded as meeting this demand.
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Fourthly, real progress must be made in con-
fidence-building measures such as the reduction
of forces and disarmament. The MBFR discus-
sions must be regarded as a factor of prime
importance in all sedurity questions. The stag-
nation at this conference and the reluctance of
the Soviet Union to undertake really subptantial
reductions of their vast forces are barriers to
greater trust and security.
Fifthly, the principle of genuine reciprocity in
advantages and obligations in Basket II must
provide the basis for all corresponding agree-
mentrs. We want to be sure that the interests
of the so-called European developing countries
are being safeguarded.
Sixthly, we reject any move to give the confer-
ence a permanent organ and thus the character
of an institution. We are of the opinion that
only after a careful examination of the results
in a few years' time can there be any question
of continuing the conference work. We want
more security and freedom of movement for our
peoples.
We want cooperation on an equal footing
between states, and we reject any hegemonies
in Europe. We are not dreamens, we are realists
who want guarantees of lasting peace and who
are ready to devote the necessary effort and
time to achieving this aim.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Corterier to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Corterie\. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, first of all I should like to thank
Mr Radoux on behalf of my Group for his
excellent report.
The report is so comprehensive and of such
quality, especially with the additional comments
which Mr Radoux has provided today, that I can
confine myself to commenting on a few points
which seems to me to be of special importance.
I do not intend to go into all the details of the
conference and the results achieved so far.
The conference is of course not yet over. But
it has reached such an advanced stage that it
seems a very good idea to take stock of what
has been achieved up to now. Perhaps this is the
last opportunity we shall have for doing so
before making our final appraisal of the confer-
ence and its results.
What is the situation at this interim stage ?
Quite frankly, a number of questiong still
require to be settled, especially in the area of
confidence-building measures and information.
These must be settled before the end of the
conference, and only if they are will we be
able to regard the results of the conference as
satisfactory.
For the rest, however, the results achieved so
far at the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe are quite impressive. True, not
all the optimistic expectations have been ful-
filled. In certain quarters the opinion is even
being voiced that the results of the conference
are negligible and the years of discussions have
been bapically a waste of time. This kind of
argument is rooted in false assumptions. The
conference could not and cannot sweep away
overnight the basic contradictions between
Eastern and W'estern Europe. Its aim has never
been to remove the diff,erences between the two
systemp. The conference has, however, already
produced results which represent definite pro-
gress in relations between the states, and in
particular between the peoples of Europe. It has
improved the political climate in Europe, and
has provided the first move towards the removal
of the mistrust built up by years of mutual
antagonism.
Of course, even though we regard the CSCE and
the results achieved so far as positive, we must
also realize how much remains to be done
before we can talk about complete d6tente and
before peace in Europe is really assured.
The worst thing we could do, therefore, would
be to consider the CSCE as a sort of provisional
conclusion to the policy of d6tente in Europe, and
sit back and twiddle our thumbs once it is over.
In his speech at the congress of the Hungarian
Communist Party Mr Brezhnev was quite right
when he said in this connection, and I quote,
'The process of d6tente, the process of consolid-
ating peace is a continuous process requiring
constant forward movement'.
At this point, ladies and gentlemen, I should
like to mention two problems which arise if
we wish to keep the process of d6tente in Europe
in motion and if we wish the CSCE to be a
sucessful contribution to this policy and a driv-
ing force for d6tente in Europe.
The first problem, which Mr Klepsch also briefly
touched upon, is the probl,em of military
security.
AII steps taken towards d6tente in the political
sphere will remain incomplete as long as they
are not backed up by corresponding steps in the
military sphere. It is not enough that the CSCE
will probably finish this year, that the principles
it lays down will include in particular the
renunciation of force and the inviolability of
frontiers, if at the same time the greatest con-
centration of troops and weapons ever to exist
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in peace time remains intact in the heart of
Europe,
On the eastern side, indeed, these forces are
being constantly expanded. If this situation were
to go on much longer, the CSCE agreements
could soon lose credibility. We must therefore
insist that two demands be met: Firstly, military
aspects of security murst be among the resuits
of the conference. The so-called 'confidence-
building measures' must thus represent an
important part of the results of the conference.
Secondly, the MBFR Conference in Vienna must
finally get moving. Its present stagnation is
basically due to the fact that the Soviet Union
has so far rejected the legitimate demand of the
West for military equilibrium between East and
West in Europe and has insisted on maintaining
its military superiority. The Soviet Union must
recorlsider this attitude. In his speech at the
congress of the Hungarian Communist Party Mr
Brezhnev admitted that the question of military
security was becoming increasingly important.
He said in particular, and I quote, 'It can be
assumed for example that among other questions
the problem of practical d6tente, the practical
realization of military d6tente, will come into
prominence. By this I mean not only the limita-
tion but the gradual reduction of armed forces
and armp by the states, although this is
obviously not a question which can be solved
overnight. However, as you know, efforts are
already being made to achieve this. I have in
mind the results of the Soviet-American meet-
ing in Vladivostok and the discussions taking
place at the moment in Geneva and Vienna'.
Mr Brezhnev rightly referred to the results of
the Soviet-American meeting in Vladivostok,
but I would add that the equilibrium which was
agreed there for the strategic weapons of the
two superpowers must also apply to armament
in Eastern and Western Europe and should be
the guiding principle of the MBFR Conference
in Vienna. In addition to the question of mili-
tary security there is a second problem which
in my opinion may have a considerable influ-
ence in the near future on d6tente in Europe
and may therefore also have a positive or
negative influence on the success of the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.
I am thinking of Portugal. A pre-condition for
lasting d6tente in Europe and for the success
of the CSCE is the stabilization of the political
and military situation in Europe and the main-
tenance of the political and military balance
between Eastern and W'estern Europe. To upset
this balance would be to undermine the very
foundations of d6tente and the CSCE itself.
The balance between Eastern and Western Eu-
rope would, however, undoubtedly be destroyed
if the Soviet Union were to attempt to integrate
Portugal into its sphere of influence against the
will of the great majority of the population. I
am not saying that the Soviet Union intends to
do this, but there are plenty of indications that
action along these lines is at least being con-
sidered in Moscow. I would sound a very strong
warning against any such development, especial-
ly in the interests of d6tente in Europe and of
the successful implementation of the resolu-
tions of the Conference on Security and Co-
operation. The Portuguese people must choose
its own future freely, and we hope that this
future will bring it closer to Western Europe
and the European Community.
Ladies and gentlemen, a few final remarks about
an issue which in a debate in the European
Parliament on the CSCE is naturally of special
interest to us. This question is, what has been
the impact of the Community on this confer-
ence ? Some time ago the question was the
subject of considerable apprehension. The fear
was expressed, even in debates in this House,
that by taking part in such a confer.ence the
Community would be eviscerated, indeed that
this conference could even contribute to its
dipintegration. Many were of the opinion that
the Community would not survive the test of
the CSCE. How did things in fact turn out?
The CSCE was indeed the first big test for the
Nine in matters of political cooperation, and
although this political cooperation has hitherto
left much to be desired in other areas, the Com-
munity passed the test of the CSCE with flying
colours. It proved what an impact the Com-
munity can have when it lspeaks with one voice,
and we can but hope that this experience will
lead to ever-increasing solidarity in other areas
of Community foreign policy.
A leader of a delegation in Geneva, one of the
Nine, was undoubtedly right when he said that
the daily voting in the CSCE was the best school
for concerted action that the Nine ever had.
Another fear which was often voiced was that
participation in the CSCE would weaken the
position of the Community vis-d-vis Eastern
Europe. And there were indeed some difficulties
at the beginning. They were, however, overcome
relatively quickly and we can say today that
the right of the Nine to adopt common positions
at the CSCE in both political and economic
questions is no longer contested by the Soviet
Union or its Comecon partners. This is a major
step forward in the Community's relations with
Eastern Europe, since the concession made to
the Community at the CSCE must now also be
made in other international conferences. The
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Community has thus taken a great step for-
ward towards universal international recog-
nition. But for the CSCE this would probably
not have been achieved at all, or at least not so
quickly.
On the subject of the r6le of the Community in
the CSCE I think it can be ,said that the CSCE
has not led to the undermining or disintegration
of the institution of Western Europe, on the
contrary, the political cooperation of the Com-
munity countries has never weathered anything
as well as the work of preparing and conducting
the conference.
Thus the European Community has initiated and
implemented some elements of a common
foreign policy at the CSCE. The Communitv
did not act as a Community in commercial
policy alone but in all areas of policy covered
by the conference. Finally, the Community was
not only accepted as such at the conference,
but acquired iaternational standing and respect
by its participation.
Mr President, as my speaking time is coming to
an end, I shall not now consider any individual
points in connection with the three Baskets and
shall confine myself to the following conclusion.
We mqst do everything in our power to ensure
that the questions still not settled at the CSCE
are solved in the near future and that the
conference is concluded this year. Of course,
the quality of the results must have precedence
over the desire for a rapid conclusion of the
conference. In any case the successful conclusion
of the conference, like its progress up to now,
will depend to a very large extent on the con-
tribution of the European Community. We there-
fore hope and expect that in the final phase,
too, the Community will make a constructive
contribution.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Lord Gladwyn to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.
Lord Gladwyn. 
- 
Mr President, in the opinion
of the Liberal Group, it is high time that the
Parliament debated the excellent report of our
colleague Lucien Radoux and his draft resolu-
tion, and before proceeding further I would like
to say straight away that the Liberal Group
approves this resolution and trusts that the
Ministers will bear it in mind and will not,
out of any undue eagerness to achieve some
results in these long negotiations, depart from
the pound principles which it lays down. All I
would add is that the Community would be
singularly ill-advised to expect any very suc-
cessful outcome of the present negotiations, in
which, as has already been said by various
speakers, probably excessive hopes were placed
two or three years ago.
AIso that even if the conference ends in what is
virtually an agreement to differ, no great harm
will have been done. Ddtente, in other words,
does not depend on what is said or done in
Geneva or Helsinki. It depends on a real change
of attitude on the part of the Soviet Govern-
ment, of which, I am afraid, there is not the
slighteot sign at the present time. And in case
this is thought to be too pessimistic a conclusion,
Mr President, let us examine for a moment
some of the more important points made by
Mr Radoux in his excellent report.
Take, for instance, the list of alleged Soviet
motives in paragraphs 20 and 21 of his explan-
atory statement. In spite of the rapporteur's
statement that these motives are, as he says,
difficult to verify, they must surely seem to an
even moderately objective observer to be iahe-
rently probable. Nor, with the exception of the
last two-namely, an attempt to obtain Weptern
economic and technological aid for the Soviet
Union and other 'Warsaw Pact countries, and
a desire to secure greater recognition for the
GDR-can they possibly be said to be not
contrary to Western interests or European
security, as Mr Radoux seems to hint in para-
graph 22. Even technological aid by the Wept is
not necessarily to the long-term advantage of
the West if the Soviet Union are thereby enabled
to finance their gigantic armaments effort,
which they might not otherwise be able to do
without still further depressing the standard of
living of what they habitually refer to as the
'broad masses' in the Soviet Union. The Com-
munity, for its part at any rate, would do well
to assume that such are indeed the underlying
objects of the Soviet Government, to which
may well be added a continuing desire to dis-
solve the two blocq the inherent danger of
which-in the absence, of course, of complete
disarmament-is well dealt with by Mr Radoux
in paragraph 11 of his explanatory statement.
Against this background let us consider more
nearly the work of the three committees-or,
should we say, the contents of their famous
'baskets.' The first is concerned, as we all know,
with security-namely, the inviolability of fron-
tiers, already apparently a point agreed by the
West, the renunciation of the use of force, and
so on. Does anybody really think that agreement
on all these issues at a conference would in itself
advance the cause of. d6tente? Everybody is
surely aware that frontiers were hardly con-
sidered inviolable when the Soviet Union invaded
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Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968.
Nobody can possibly asisume that frontiers might
not once more be violated in the event of a
Left-wing government favourable to the Soviet
Union in one of the countries now members
of the Atlantic Alliance being turned out of
office by constitutional or, indeed, by other
means. What is certain is that a great totali-
tarian power such as the Soviet Union will
advance its interests, or what it considers to be
itrs interests, whenever it believes that this is
desirable and profitable and can be done with-
out undue risk, and by whatever means may
seem to it to be the most appropriate. For the
West to base its attitude on any other assump-
tion would be to ignore what might be called
the facts of international Iife and to encourage,
I am sure, a very dangerous illusion.
We therefore approach basket 2, in regard to
which, so Mr Radoux tells us, there has been
greater activity and some progress, even if it is
what he calls an illusion of progress. Never-
theless, even here it seems that the Soviet Union
has been 'reserved' on the proposal of the Nine
for projects of common interest in the field
of industrial cooperation. Now if this should
imply the negotiation of a common project
involving the Nine as a whole it would certainly
represent a great step forward. One of the
inherent weaknesses of the Community's posi-
tion surely is that, although it is now supposed
to have a common commercial policy, all its
members spend a lot of time rushing off to
Moscow to arrive at special trade agreements,
thus competing madly with each other on, for
instance, credit terms to the obvious advantage
of the Soviet Union. No doubt it is the desire
to avoid any such common front whieh is res-
ponsible for the cool response of the Russians
to suggestions of projects of common interest.
It looks, at any rate, as if not much of lasting
value would emerge, I am afraid, from basket 2.
There remains basket 3, which deals with human
contacts, cultural cooperation, encouragement
of so-called liberal tendencies in the Soviet
Union, and so on. This, we are told frankly by
Mr Radoux, is in an impasse. Mr President,
how could it possibly be otherwise? The Soviet
r6gime rests, and must rest, on a totally illiberal
foundation. If the Soviet Government admitted
the right of the individual to express his views
freely, or the right to strike, or the right to
organize national movements in the Baltic
States, the Caucasus, the Ukraine and so on,
it would inevitably fall. It is obvious, in fact,
that the Soviet Union can only hold together
on the basis of Russian domination and the
total suppression of individual liberties. It is
even arguable that the great Russian people-
though clearly not the peoples under Russian
domination-actually prefer it that way. What
is not permissible is to suppose that the Soviet
leopard can ever change its spots, and yet this
is apparently the assumption made by our
patient negotiators in basket 3.
There remains the possibility of agreeing on
some so-called follow-up machinery, after the
Heads of State or Government sometime this
summer, I understand, may have decided to
call it a day and to agree to let the Conference
end on a series of fairly innocuous declarations
of principle. Here I myself would agree with
the rapporteur that we should proceed with
caution. The great thing, in any case, is
to act on the principle enunciated by Mr
Radoux in paragraph 40 of his explanatory
statement-namely, that though it is possible
'to take positive steps in improving East-West
cooperation such cooperation must take second
place, wherever a conflict of interests might
possibly arise, to the possibility for the Nine
to develop whatever measures of integration
they wish.' And it is perhaps significant in this
connection to note that at the moment the
British Communist Party, which must be
deemed to be in close contact with the Soviet
Government, is taking the lead in a violent
campaign to promote the disintegration of the
Community, by the withdrawal from it of the
United Kingdom. It is consequently at least pos-
sible that the institution of follow-up machi-
nery might, for the reasons so well set forth
in paragraphs 30 and 31 of the explanatory
statement, in itself result in such a conflict of
interests.
It is to be expected therefore that the Heads
of State or Government, unless thtjy have impli-
cit faith in the good intentions of the Soviet
Government-ia other words, unless they
believe that the spots on the leopard are actu-
ally disappearing-would be reluctant to
authorize the establishment of such new machin-
ery, at least for a considerable period of time.
So, Mr President, what conclusions must we
reach? Apart from those propqsed by Mr Radoux
in his motion for a resolution, I suggest that the
chief one is that ddtente does not depend on
these negotiations at all. It depends ultimately
on two factors. Ttre first is the possibility of a
satisfactory outcome of the uegotiations on a
mutual and balanced reduction of forces, which
is certainly not to be excluded in the long run.
Here I agree with Mr Radoux and other speakers
that we ought to be comparatively optimistic.
The second lies in the establishment not later
than 1980 of a genuine European Union, which
by its mere formation wiII prevent the Soviet
Government from being tempted to interfere in
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'Western Europe and hence, even in the event
of a certain diminution of the United States
presence, result in an effective and Iasting
balance of power. So let us hope that this truth
will increasiagly dawn on the leaders of the
Western democracies and that their peoples wiII
not be misled by pictures of Eastern and Wes-
tern leaders embracing after the end of a rather
inconclusive Summit Conference, into thinking
that all is well and that peace has finally broken
out. Nor, as I think Mr Klepsch said, is the threat
that if we don't agree to such a ceremony we
may lose Mr Brezhnev to be taken seriously.
If Mr Brezhnev does go, the policy of the Soviet
Union undoubtedly wiII not be changed in the
slightest degree.
Let us therefore devoutly hope that the Com-
munity will overcome its present difficulties,
that the United Kingdom will remain a member,
and that the formation of a genuinely demo-
cratic union of a new type, an example to all
other nations, will be accomplished during the
next few years. Perhaps-and this is my final
word, Mr President-the only really satisfactory
thing about the European Security Conference.
which I think has also been mentioned by pre-
vious speakers, has been the extent to which
the Nine have been able to speak with one voice,
through their designated representative, and the
special and significant r6le attached to the Com-
mission. 'VlIe can only hope that this will be a
portent for all future negotiations, as it may
well be if the Community overcomes its present
difficulties, if Britain remains a member and if
there is no major world economic crisis to blow
it off course.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Terrenoire to speak on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.
Mr Terrenoire. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, current events make such forcible
demands on our attention that our thoughts at
present are far removed from the situation in
Europe while we observe with great sadness,
bitternqss and anxiety what is happening in
South-East Asia. Some of us, I hope, will be
inclined to establish certain hypotheses, if not
draw certain conclusions, as to what might one
day happen, though of course I do not wish it
to happen, ih Europe.
As regards the present and the debate in pro-
greps, the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats welcomes Mr Radoux's report, which is
very well written and gives an intelligent ana-
lysis of the subject. It seems to me to reflect
the general, if not the unanimous feeling of
Parliament about this Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe. The conclusions
drawn also, on the whole, reflect our attitude.
The Group of European Progressive Democrats
looks very favourably on this Conference on
Security and Cooperation, which is of course in
Iine with the philosophy we have always sus-
tained. We are in favour of d6tente, entente
and cooperation with the Eastern European
countries, and in particular with the Soviet
Union. We cannot therefore ]ook otherwise but
approvingly on the work being done by this
Conference, even though in our opinion the dif-
ficulties and problems to which it gives rise
are inevitable and will be difficult to circum-
vent in the weeks and months to come.
We naturally hope-and we are pleased that
this Conference has given evidence of it, as Mr
Radoux's report rightly stresses-to see an
expansion of the commercial, economic and
industrial relations between the two parts of
this still divided Europe.
In any case, the reality of this expansion be-
comes every day more obvious. West Germany
itself is the European Community's leading
exporter to the Easter bloc countries.
This is not a paradox, even if one considers the
position of the Federal Republic of Germany
in the centre of Europe and if one does not
overlook its continuing division and conflicting
currents. In this respect, therefore, progress is
already well under way, and the Conference
will do no more than reinforce what amounts to
a deep-seated philosophy and an already accept-
ed practice.
Moreover, we believe that this economic situa-
tion and trading activity will be bound to con-
tribute to another of the objectives of the Con-
ference, namely the furtherance of human
contacts and the interchange of ideas. The Group
of European Progressive Democrats sets store by
this aspect. We realize, of course, that in this
respect there are still many difficulties to be
overcome.
'We do not entirely share the point of view put
forward by the Eastern countries. That is ,ob-
vious. But we feel this should not be an obstacle
to holding a summit conference in the coming
months, perhaps even by the end of June this
year. We know that this is the officially an-
nounced hope of the Soviet Union, but we do
not see any major objection to making this
concession, as long as the Soviet Union makes
an effort to appreciate the points to rvhich we
attach special importance, in particular this
question of the exchange of ideas and human
contacts.
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My Group is also pleased that the European
Community was able to present a united front
on this question. The talks which Mr Wilson
and Mr Giscard d'Estaing have had with Mr
Brezhnev have proved that the Comunity is, on
the who1e, able to put forward harmonious, if
not completely unanimous points of view on
this matter. I think this is important, because
we must realize that this Conference is basically
about Europe. It is therefore right and neces-
sary that the Community countries themselves
should discuss, negotiate, come to terms with
and, if possible, obtain satisfaction from the
Eastern European countries. However, we also
expect our opposite numbers from Eastern
Europe to understand that we need to know
a little more about their military position, their
military objectives and their projected ma-
noeuvres. We cannot completely disarm, morally
and materially, if we are not in possession of
sufficient information to allow us to contribute
to any favourable trends towards total disar-
mament, particularly in Europe.
So although recent events, Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, have distracted our attention
from this Conference, we still attach great
importance to it and we are ready to contribute
our support and assist its progress. Neverthe-
less, we do not want this Conference to be a
mere battleground for a confrontation between
the Soviet Union and the United States of Amer-
ica and their respective spheres of influence. It
is Europe that matters, our territory, our way
of life, our society and our future. Consequently,
we feel that Europe and European interests
must be dominant in the conclusion of the Con-
ference.
The events of the present day show clearly that
Europe must stand up for herself. Europe must
be self-reliant; we must not expect our future
safety to be guaranteed by outsiders. Though I
do not wish it, we could find ourselt es badly
let down. For these reasons my Group attaches
great importance to this Conference, and hopes
that it will achieve useful results.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bordu to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Bordu. 
- 
(F) Mr President, the report pre-
sented by Mr Radoux calls for a number of
remarks from us though, as you will understand,
the importance of the subject merits a much
more detailed analysis.
We are pleased to note that this report on co-
operation and security reflects a new, more
realistic approach to the genesis and progress
of the negotiations, and that it bears witness
to an ideological approach which does greater
justice to the progress achieved.
The resolution itself welcomes any initiative
likely to ease tensions and promote cooperation
in Europe; it insists that agreement must be
reached during the third phase of the negotia-
tions.
We therefore welcome this new approach and
this change of tone since they indicate a wil-
Iingness to engage in debate. We would stress,
however, that certain important problems are
still far from being solved. The international
situation means that a sharp break with the
policies of the past is inevitable.
The failure of the policy of aggression of the
American armies in Vietnam and Cambodia is
an invitation to the countries of Europe to assert
their own independence. The breakdown of
Kissinger's talks in the Middle East means that
we have to fall back on the Geneva Conference.
The failure of the Chile-type putsch in Portugal
shows that history does not always repeat itself.
These irrefutable facts will inevitably contribute
to progress at the conference, especially as it
has recently been strongly urged in certain
quarters that the CSCE should be brought to a
rapid conclusion. I have in mind the letter sent
last March by Leonid Brezhnev to the French,
Italian, British, German and American Heads of
State or Government proposing 30 June as a
date for the final phase of the negotiations.
Some time before, during the talks between Mr
Brezhnev and first Mr Wilson and then Mr
Giscard d'Estaing, it had been agreed that it
was necessary to conclude rapidly, and 30 June
was proposed.
The Ministers of Foreign Affairs meeting in the
Nordic Council also expressed the hope that the
Summit meeting would be held at the end of
June or the beginning of JuIy in Helsinki.
On 19 February 1975 the International Herald
Tribune noted that 'smaller and neutral coun-
tries, always more enthusiastic about a confer-
ence where they have as much veto right as
superpowers, say it has turned out to be... the
only way to transfom d6tente from just a matter
of states to something for individuals, with
human meaning'.
I also have reason to believe that the Soviet
Union is not at all hostile to the opinions put
forward by the Community during the discus-
sions on the problems raised by the inviolability
of frontiers.
Mr President, you are familiar with our insist-
ence on the need for national sovereignty, which
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has on occasion been jeopardized by certaia
Community decisions which we regard as harm-
ful. The meetings between the Western Heads
of State and Leonid Brezhnev quickly achieved
results, but were then practically forgotten at
the Dublin Council meeting, which issued a brief
declaration aimed at slowing down this process.
Although this Council admitted that substantial
progress had been made it failed to assert its
willingness to conclude the conference in June
or July.
According to the journal 'Les nouvelles atlanti-
ques' of 14 March 1975, some governments have
even voiced reservations about the desirability
of adopting any declaration at all; Lord Gladwyn
put this rather well. These contradictions reflect
the absence of a really serious approach and
the reluctance to confront public opinion with
the facts. We do note, however, that the report
goes some way towards recognizing the positive
attitude of the Socialist countries and the results
which this attitude has made possible and which
are, of course, due to the efforts made by all
the parties to the negotiations.
W'e must also express our concern about the
persistence with which demands are being made
regarding the third basket, since we feel that
this is only justified if one takes account of the
situation in the various countries and not just
in one. The unilateral attitude adopted by
certain political groups in Europe towards the
Soviet Union seems to us to be a technique for
delaying the conclusion of the conference. \[e
must stop short of interference in the affairs of
other countries.
I am not trying to defend the Soviet Union-
it is quite capable of looking after itself, as you
know-but to make a useful contribution to this
discussion.
Mr Ren6 Maheu, formerly director of Unesco,
wrote recently that the technical discussions had
reached a point where the success or failure of
the conference now only depended on general
decisions. Of course, there are hostile forces
which oppose d6tente and cooperation. Certain
forces are afraid of this d6tente and the end of
the arms race. They belong to the past and must
be combatted for the sake of peace and the social
progress which will result from savings on arms
expenditure.
At a time when the Soviet initiative in the field
of cooperation and security is no longer felt to
be malevolent, our thinking must be directed to
achieving a fuller understanding of the problem
before us. What needs to be done, within the
framework of the independence and sovereignty
of each state, in Europe such as it is today,
with its military alliances and its economic and
financial groupings, is to establish a charter
laying down regulations for security and co-
operation for all the countries of the continent,
whatever their social and political system. The
success of the conference will then be the suc-
cess of political realism at a time when universal
cooperation is attracting the interest of all the
nations of the world. And there is another thing
which we are concerned about. WiIl the con-
ference be the end of the matter or will there
be a logical follow-up? Once the conference is
over, will everyone go home feeling that they
have done their good deed ,for the year? We
believe that when the agreement has been
reached the most important phase will lie ahead,
namely the observation of the rules adopted by
this conference. This means, in our opinion, that
a follow-up should be arranged by creating a
competent, possibly advisory, body responsible
for checking that the decisions made by the
CSCE are implemented. Each country could be
represented in this body, or it could include
those ready to take part in the immediate futurre
and convinced of the usefulness of such ,a body.
Those, then, are our views on a subject which
will determine whether a peaceful Europe can
be built. The follow-up is all the more nec€s-
sary, in our opinion, as the final phase cannot
set out to solve all the problems, whether pre-
sent or future. We all realize that a positive
conclusion would make possible the other pro-
gress which is essential if we are to achieve
security and peace, especially in the field of
military d6tente. In this connection we regret
that certain states, among them some of the most
'responsible' ones, still do not take part in con-
ferences on disarmament.
We have tried to highlight the progress made
in the talks and also the inadequacies in what
we consider to be the essential issues. We fear
that the motion for a resolution, which we ap-
prove in many respects, does not go far enougrh,
for it is possible, if not probable, that the con-
clusion of the conference may surprise Parlia-
ment, which is too hesitant in the light of the
present realities. For all these reasons then,
while paying tribute to the rapporteu,r, we regret
that we can only agree with him in part and
will therefore have to abstain when this resolu-
tion is voted on.
IN T}IE CHAIR: MR SPENALE
Presid,ent
President. 
- 
I call Mr Giraudo.
Mr Giraudo, Chairman of the Political Aftairs
Committee. 
- 
(I) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, by a resolution of 15 November 1972,
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Parliament instructed the Political Affairs Com-
mittee to follow closely the progrms made by
the Geneva Conference and to repo'rt o'n it in
due course, and I feel that our committee has
today accomplished this task with distinction,
even if its mandate cannot be considered com-
pleted since the Conference is still far from a
conclusion.
I therefore think that the Political Affairs Com-
mi,ttee will have occasion to report to Parliament
again, either at the end of Phase Two or im-
mediately before the planned Summit.
I should like to congratulate Mr Radoux warmly
on his excellent report, and particularly for the
additions he made to it today, 
'since it was infact-as he himself admitted-out of date in
several points. He has provided us with iaforma-
tion-of which I, at least, luasi unawarHn
developmerrts and results achieved over the last
few weeks in problems involved in the first and
second baskets.
The spokesmen for the various Groups have
engaged in a constructive debate on the Radoux
report. We have heard a range of views, some
of them leaning towards pessimism-I refer to
Lord Gladwyn's speech-and some of them more
optimi;stic. In actual fact, I think the icope of
the Conference, the enonmous variety of prob-
lems facing it, are so vast and so complex as
to leave room for hope and anxiety, conJidence
and doubts simultaneouslY.
Since we Christian-Democrats accept the prac-
tioal principle of the Christian faith, which is
that men must regulate their affairs in the con-
fidence that everything is in the hands of God,
and yet commit themselves as if everything
depended on themselves alone-we must indeed
horpe and have faith in the negotiati,ons, while at
the same time ensuring that we obtain every
necessary guarantee. We can see one major
positive factor-the readiness to negotiate. This
conference has made it pcsible for the two great
blocs in Europe to negotiiate, even though the
negotiations are difficult. I refer, in particular,
to the third basket, in which no real results have
yet been achieved. The willingness to negotiate
is, however, there. What has not been achieved
up till now will probably be achieved in the
next few weeks.
However, to speak of a Summit-as we heard a
few moments ago-or to forecast a third phase
and the conclusion of the Conference by June
seems to me to be slightly premature as things
stand at present. We can only consider a con-
cluding phase if and when there is a possibility
of actually reaching agreements which are not
merely statements of principle. The wodd is full
of old and new principles, and it is of course
not these alone which determine the actions of
States and of men.
If there are to be lasting agreements, we must
have at least three guarantees. The first is that'
alongside the results of the Geneva Conference,
there must be tangible results at the Vienna
Conference. We cannot allow the word 'secunity'
to be emptied of meaning, and we must therefore
ensure that our security is based on an equilib-
rium of power achieved though reoiprocal and
.balanced measures. The second guarantee con-
sists of the development of economic and indus-
trial relations between all countries i:n Europe,
but only-as Mr Terrenoire pointed out-on
condition that these conti'nuing relations of
mutual interest are based on continuing human
relations, on a continuing exchange of inforpa-
tion. This is the objective of the third basket.
We hope that, to achieve this, the countries
of Eastern Europe will adopt a more flexible
concept of the power of the State over its own
citizens. We hope that the presence and free'dom
of operation of journalists can be guaranteed by
all countries.
The thind guarantee is the European Union-the
priorirty which Mr Radoux highlighted so well.
The process of political integration of the coun-
tries of the European Ccmmunity is not, and
must not become, incompatible with the current
and future negotiations in Geneva, Vienna and
Helsinki. This is an irnportant and decisive
factor, and it will become more decisive as the
European Union grows in strength.
I too am glad that, at Geneva, the nine Member
States displayed a united attitude and resolve.
As has been pointed out several timas, the
Community spoke with one voice' I hope that
this will not be the exception, bu't will become
the rule for a Europe speaking in its own narne'
by reason of its own persondity and its own
political identity, for a Europe capable of expres-
sing a single policy overriding the current inter-
estJ of the individual Member States. A single
voice which succeeds in speaking and being
heard, and in obtaining an answer-a voice
which mElnages to convince, ild to achieve
results which lead to peace and progress in the
worId.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Guldberg.
Mr Guldber9. 
- 
F) Mr President. I should like
to make two comments. The first concerns the
question of the free movement of persons and
ideas, which has for some time been showing
both negative and positive features. The positive
aspect is that the Eastern bloc coun'tries appear
to be displaying a certain amount of under-
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standing of some of the wishes expressed by the
West in this area. On the other hand, the security
of a country and its people is not guaranteed
merely be adopting a defensive attitude towards
outside dangers. As certain current events
illustrate, the security and freedom of a nation
must also be protected against aggression from
inside.
The western European countries would be very
foolish, given their vulnerability, not to takethis problem seriously. In countries whose
domestic political security is founded on freedom
of expression people voluntarily accept the risk
of seeing their political system or their freedom
attaaked and undermined by those who are
working towards changes which they regard
as fatal to this political freedom. We consider
this a possible threat to our security, and we
must therefore highlight this problem to
determine the limits to which we may go during
the final phase of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe. This is essential if
we want ttle West to maintain its confidence in
the conference.
Mr President, undoubtedly the best way for all
the Member States of the European Community
to guarantee and safeguard European security is
to maintain close collaboration within the Com-
rnunity and to foster the Community's develop-
ment in the political sphere. I wou,ld also take
this opportunity of saying that although the
various forms of summit conference have been
greatly criticized, these together with the pre-
paratory meetings have led to such frequent and
lengthy contacts between the political represen-
tatives of the Foreign Affairs departments of the
Member States that political cooperation has
progressed remarkably. This is the only way to
ensure the continued development of interna-
tional understanding. It would be unrealistic to
imagine that the nine Member States, which
have such different politica,l views and histories,
could reach agreement on all questions of
foreign policy without difficulty and other than
by a gradual process. For this reason I do not
feel it opportune to try to hasten artificially the
third phase of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe. This can only be of value
if the situation regarding Europe's own internal
security is clarified.
It is also obvious that security and defence
policies are very closely linked, and it would be
unrealistic to imagine that western Europe could
carry out its security ,and defence programmes
other than in alliance with the United States.
But this should not encourage us Europeans,
given the position which we hope Europe will
attain, to neglect to strengthen our political and
mili,tary cooperation within the framework of
the alliance and in collaboration with the United
States. Recently, numerous instances have illust-
rated that guarantees are not, and cannot be
sufficient in themselves. This applies not onlyto the individual countries of western Europe
but also to the European Community as a whoie.
We have for too long cherished the belief that
western Europe's economic potential and its abil-ity to contribute towards posi,tive developmentin other parts of the world can by themselves
provide us with ample security.
We should not forget that at certain times, such
as the present, this form of security is very
precarious. No funther examples are required
to demonstrate that the internal security and
the economic potential of the countries of
western Europe do not correspond to the needs
of western Europe's defence policy. An econom-
ically prosperous country whose security depends
largely on its economic potential cannot be
expected to share its economic power with other
Member States unless the latter are willing to
assume, on an equal basis, the same respons-
ibilities with respeot to security and defence. To
be quite realistic, European cooperation has no
future if the Member States do not recognize
the link between economic power and coopera-
tion on security. Complete neglect of either field
is impossible: we cannot attain economic pros-
perity by sacrificing security. We cannot depend
entirely on guarantees, nor can we do without
them.
(Applause)
IN THE CHAIR: MR BURGBACHER
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr Jahn.
Mr Jahn. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I would first like to thank Mr
Radoux for his report: we are well aware of
the considerable work he has done in the
Political Affairs Committee and congratulate
him on this.
I should merely like to add a few remarks to
those of Mr Klepsch, with which I fully agree,
and comment briefly on the last few weeks
of negotiations at the CSCE irr Geneva and the
progress made there. In the Committee on
'Security and confidence-building measures, the
rnajor difficulties involved in reaching agree-
ment on the basic principles governing inter-
national relations, that is respect for human
rights and the principle of non-intervention in
internal affairs, appear-I repeat, appear-to
have been overcome.
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With regard to the notification o,f military
manoeuvres, the USSR has finally begun to show
sqme flexibility on the main controversial issues
in this latter phase of the negotiations, on con-
dition, however, that notification is given only
-I repeat, only-on a voluntary basis. Sovietcooperation is also expected with regard to the
areas affected, time-limits and the number of
countries to be notified. The West appears will-
ing to reach an agreement on this point, as long
as the USSR feels morally and politically bound
to deelare such manoeuvres in advance. This is
not enough, and practical formulas must still
be worked out here. On the question of the
mutability of frontiers the West has obtained
the agreement of the USSR to the following
sentence, to be included in the declaration on
the sovereign equality of states: 'Participant
states act on the understanding that their
frontiers may be changed by peaceful means and
as a result of agreements in accordance with
international law.' Ladies and gcntlemen, this
formula takes account of our wishes, the wishes
of the European Parliament, and also the
German wishes for the recognition of the right
of self-determination and the elimination of
obstacles to the further integration of the Euro-
pean Community.
The Soviet Union and its allies, in particular,
have hitherto refused to make any concessions
in this field. They then surprisingly dropped
their objections and an agreement was reached,
the text of which I just read out. At the same
time the diplomats of 35 nations-and this seems
to me a particularly noteworthy point-decided
in Geneva to place the question of the peaceful
alteration of frontiers at the head of its list
of principles, which is to govern the future
relationship between the states of Europe.
In Committee II on cooperation in economic,
scientific and technological affairs the question
of the quid pro quo demanded by the West in
the light of its concessions to the East has still to
be settled. Furthermore, no agreement has yet
been reached on the general granting of most-
favoured-nation treatment as requested by the
East. This is also a precondition for the con-
clusion of this conference.
It must be admitted, Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, that in Committee III, which aims
at humanitarian progress, the West has consider-
ably lowered its sights, and has not adopted the
Franco-American argument that it is pointless
to demand from the USSR concessions which
are basic elements of western civilization. AII
that is being asked of the USSR is gestures, mere
gestures and minor humanitarian concessions.
It is worth noting that both sub-comrnittees
of Committee III which deal with contact
between individuals and the exchange of inform-
ation, have achieved some minor successes.
Agreement has, for instance, been reached in
principle that journalists should be given entry
visas for several visits, but the USSR has so far
not allowed radio and television reporters, such
as are with us today, to be accompanied by
technicians and film crews.
The East has agreed that the conference should
not have a permanent organization, although
the views of the small countries of both the
East and West differ on this point from those of
the USA, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Frrance and Great Britai,n. The present situation
is that there is to be no permanent conference,
no secretariat-general and no Euro-forum. This
will prevent the CSCE fro,m becoming the sort
of supra-Euro,pean body which was apparently
the objective for some time.
The Eaqt, led by the Soviet Union, is disap-
pointed in the conference, because it has not
gone as smoothly for them as Brezhnev expected.
The Western negotiators on the other hand,
among whom the European Community of Nine
has shown remarkable internal cohesion, now
find that the other side is willing to offer nothing
or very little more. Military matters, most-
favoured nation treatment and reciprocity in
economic matters, and liberalization in the
hurnanitarian field are the main areas in which
very little progress has been achieved over the
past few months and weeks.
I should like now to comment briefly on the
plans for a summit meeting to conclude the
Conference.
Since last summer and particularly since thg
meeting between Mr Brezhnev and President
Ford in December 1974, the USSR has urged that
an early summit conference should be held to
conclude the work of the CSCE. However, like
the representatives of the European Community,
President Ford was extremely wary of this
proposal. President Giscard d'Estaing took the
same line in his reply to Brezhnev's letter of 11
March 1975, in which the Russian leader pro-
posed 30 June 1975 as the date for the summit
conference. Following the Dublin Summit of 10
and 11 March, a declaration made within the
framework of politiaal cooperation was issued
in which the Heads of State and Government
expressed their desire for an early end to the
conference, provided-I repeat, pro,vided-fair
and satisfactory results were reached on all items
on the agenda. In conclusion I should like to
quote a sentence from the Neue Ziircher Zeitung
on the progress flxade so far in the conference.
'The Eastern countries have underestimated the
toughness of the Western negotiators, and its
hopes of an early end to the CSCE due to the
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flagging efforts of the Western negotiators have
not been realized. The Western countries for
their part have learnt that the sceptics' belief
that no real liberatization oan be expected from
the Soviet system is justified.' I think this is
entirely true. For some time the Soviet Union
tried to create the irnpression that the CSCE
would be a substitute of sorts for a Europeart
peace conference. They argued that it 
-wouldiolve all the problems remaining from the last
war. However, the course and outcome of the
conference have shown that it was not and is
not a substitute for a peace conference' The
very content and nature of the results of the
corri"t"t ce make it clear, and this is also the
view of the Ger,man Federal Government, that
the conference cannot be conJused with any type
of peace settlement.
The CSCE decisions should, and I should like to
finish on this point, provide a broad, multilateral
basis for increased'security and cooperation in
Europe, and promote the peaceful co-existence
of our peoples by means of agreements on
practical measures. If this can be achieved' it
will be a most welcome development'
President. 
- 
I call Mr Petersen.
Mr Helveg Petersen. 
- 
(DK) I shall not go into
the details of the Radoux report, which I con-
sider a particularly skilful and praiseworthy
piece of work. I would, however, Iihe to make a
iew remarks which relate naturally to this report
when we realize-as we must-that the Euro-
pean debate on security is part of the interna-
iional debate; the two cannot be separated' The
conflicts taking place in the world outside affect
the entire situation in EuroPe.
My remarks thus concern our approach to ques-
tions of European and international security,
si,nce I feel that this is a problem which has
not been discussed sufficiently and to which we
have not found a satisfactory solution' There is
a great need for information-and, I might weII
adl, for research-in this entire field' I think
most of us must admit that we know far too
little about the many aspects of security policy'
We know too little about what is happening
elsewhere in the world. We know too little about
the connection between that and what is hap-
pening in Europe. We know too little about the
areas-of conflict. Of course, when a conflict
does break out somewhere or other, it attracts
our interest and that of the mass media' But
areas of conflict which we can well define do
not interest us sufficiently until it is too late,
for we know how difficult it is to stop a conflict
once it has broken out. To take another exarnple,
we know too little about the effects of the arms
race and about the connection between the arms
race, employment and trade relations. We know
too little about the security problems resulting
from the population explosion and from the
energy and raw materials crises-in fact, all
the dangers which are now being revealed by
the experts and which introduce completely new
aspects to the security debate, thereby trans-
forming it.
Mr President, several speakers in this debate
have stressed that it is an advantage that the
Community is speaking with one voice at the
security conference, and I find this view
sensible and correct. However, as a direct exten-
sion of this view I would draw attention to the
need for the Community to take steps to achieve
improvements in this whole field. This could
be done by pressing for the creation of an inter-
national body which would have the task of
providing information on conflicts, areas of con-
flict, on their causes and the circurnstances
underlying them.
Mr President, I shall not describe in detail the
possible composition of such a body. It should,
however, consist of representatives of all parts
of the world-geographically, ideologically and
racially-and its members should be of high
personal integrity and should work independent-
ly of national considerations. Its sole task should
be to ensure that the parliaments and the
peoples of the world are informed about what
lies behind conflicts, so that proposals can be
made to solve them before they break out. And
when we consider what is spent on €rrrluF-
probably 250 thousand million doll,ars all over
the world-it would surely only be reasonable
to spend more than the present pittance on solv-
ing the information and documentation problem.
A proposal has been worked out by a group
of scientists, and I shall send this proposal to
the Political Affairs Commi'ttee in the hope
that they will study it and consider its detai,ls.
It may possibly not be approved' It is also pos-
sible that, on the basis of what these experts
have proposed, we may be able to define some
attitudes which could be reflected in an initiative
to be taken by the Corrnmunity, since it is
essential for us to have a better and surer basis
for taking vital decisions.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Blumenfeld.
Mr Blumenfetd. -- (D) Mr President, I should
like to join those who have congratulated Mr
Radoux on his report and on the many valuable
comments he has made today. I would also'like
to make some remarks and observations on
the debate and his report. I would remind the
House, I\[r President, that the decisions reached
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in the first round of talks in Helsinki do not
require us to proceed automatioally to the third
phase. We are now in the second phase of the
conference and, as sevenal of the previous
speakers have pointed out, it is still not possible,
given the stage reached in the Geneva talks,
to reach any definitive decision on the date and
nature of a final conference.
However, the Soviet General Secretary, Mr
Brezhnev, recently surprised those not let in on
the secret, by suggesting the end of June of
this year as the date for the final conference
in Helsinki, that is for the start of phase Three.In so doing he placed himself under pressure
from the point of view of the timing and nature
of the final conference. Whether this was
occasioned by the declaration made at the Dublin
Summit by the nine Heads of State or Govern-
ment or by the recent remark by the US Secre-
tary of State, Dr Kissinger, that the problems
still being debated in Geneva were rather
'esoteric', is an open question. I would merely
state-as some of my colleagues have already
done-that the present overall po itieal situa-
ti,on makes it even clearer that we should not
rush into the final conference, especially since
the Soviet Union-and I am pleased that Mr
Corterier, the spokesman for the Socialist Group,
has already emphasized this point-needs to be
rerni,nded that we cannot, nor I hope can our
Governments, dissociate the question of. d|tente
and security in Europe from the events in
Portugal.
I wish to stress that I also feel that the conoes-
sions by the West in basket I in respect of ade lacto acceptance of Soviet hegemony in
eastern and centnal Europe are not counter-
balanced by the concessions made by the Eastin basket III. The rapporteur also m,ade this
clear in his report.
Mr President, I should like to relate to the House
an incident which is still very fresh in my
memory. A few months ago, the parliamentary
conference on the CSCE took place in Belgrade,
and after we had been urging the need for
consistency between the political and military
efforts towards d.6tente from the point of view
of their nature and timing, in other words
between CSCE and MBFR, between Geneva and
Vienna, the chief Soviet delegate stood up and
with an irritated unequivooal gesture swept this
topic aside with the words 'We, the Soviets, are
discussing this with the United States at the
SALT talks.' And for him that was the end
of the matter.
That, ladies and gentlemen, is the reality of the
situation and we would do well to bear these
things in mind.
Even if Mr Jahn's comments on the peaceful
changes are correct, whereby mergers of states
may be achieved in Europe without giving rise
to a cosus belli, at least not to intervention by apartner to a treaty-i.e. the Soviet Union_I
would like to stress most strongly that the
criticisms made by Mr Radoux in paragraph 4g
of his report still carry weight, as I ieei that
the original proposal of the West to carry outpeaceful changes in compliance with the right
of self-determination must be maintained.
Mr President, I would like to draw the House's
attention to a report in the Neue Ziircher Zeitung
-it seems that Mr Jahn and I often read thesame paper----of Monday, Z April.
It deals with a European conference on human
rights in Lucerne, and reads as follows: ,The
world has long been aware of the situation
regarding human rights and self-determination
within the Kremlin's sphere of influenoe. Isolated
developments in the direction of law and justice
and surprise concessions from this mighty colos-
sus cannot delude us.'
Brezhnev in fact recently made an open admis-
sion of the Soviet attitude by descri,bing human
rights as 'unrealistic minor problerrrs,.
Ladies and gentlemen, I too feel that the formal
character of the set of principles is still debat-
able. Mr Klepsch has already referred to this
problem. I want merely to emphasize that Soviet
propaganda is now trying to suggest that these
are obligations of international law, or a kind
of European magna carta. We must oppose these
attempts to turn this list of principles into e
special form of law affecting the whole of
Europe and influenced by socialist international
law, and I would be pleased if Mr Radoux would
assent to this, as his report contained no critical
comments in this respeet.
I would say in conclusion that in the second
basket, with which the EEC Commission is
directly involved, the Soviet Union has recently
stepped up its efforts to reach agreements which
will make any further talks with the EEC
superfluous.
Mr Radoux's report should have contained
clearer warnings about these attempts to sidestep
and undermine the EEC's authority on matters of
foreign economic policy. Anyway, I should like
to issue such a warning here in the presence
of the Commission in the persion of Sir Christo-
pher Soames.
Finally, I would urge that the recently intensi-
fied demands from the East and also from some
neutral countries for a permanent follow-up
body for the CSCE be viewed with extreme
caution by the West, and I am thus particul,arly
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gratified that Mr Radoux's report has firmly
underlined the way in which a follow-up confer-
ence should be conceived, if at all.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Radoux.
Mr Radoux, rapporteur. 
- 
(F) Mr President, I
can be quite brief. I would like to extend my
most hearty thanks to all thos-e who have taken
part in this debate and then to make one or two
comments.
Firstly, I made no mention of the possible level
of the third phase of the conference at Helsinki
because, as Mr Blumenfeld has just pointed out,
I noted that the communiqu6 of the European
Council in Dublin on 11 March 1975 stated that
the European Council has spoken of an early
conclusion of the conference at the highest level.
I deduced from this, and also from conversations
with representatives of the major powers, that
the matter was settled, but I may be mistaken,
and perhaps someone could clarify this point
for me.
Secondly, in my anxiousness to keep to the very
short time limit for speaking, I omitted to state
earlier that in my opi-nion---a.nd I say this in
the presence of Sir Christopher Soames-the
Commission should be represented at Helsinki
during the third phase of the conference. Every-
one agrees that it has done excellent work during
the second phase. As this fact has been implicitly
recognized, the Comrnission should be present
at Helsinki. Moreover, we should try to work
out how the Commissi,on can fulfil cert'ain
obligations undertaken by the Member States
during the second phase of the talks. Thirdly, I
woutrd like to repeat what I have already said
about permanent negotiations. I said that
throughout the conference and its prolongations
we should adopt a'functional' approach, but that
I believed in the usefulness of a permanent body.
Since my colleague and friend, Mr Girau'do,
referred just now to God, you will permit me,
a Socialist, to mention a mere cardinal. In his
political testament Richelieu wrote the following:
'It would be impossible to credit the benefits
reaped by States from continuous and carefully
conducted negotiations if this fact were not borne
out by experience.' With the words of this great
master to support me I would state my belief
that we should back the idea of permanent
negotiations at this conference.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Sir Christopher Soames.
Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-Prendent of the
Commission of the European Communities. 
-May I join with many honourable Members in
congratulating the honourable gentleman, Mr
Radoux, on the very useful work that he and
his colleagues have done.
I would say straight away that I agree whole-
heartedly with the conclusions of the report and
with the terms of the draft resolution. This de'
bate, a considerable debate of over two hours,
has, I think, shown the extent to which Par-
liament attaches importance to this subject and
the Commission, of course, does too. I last had
occasion to touch upon this subject in my reply
to the debate on Mr Klepsch's report on relations
with Eastern Europe on 18 February last; and I
said then that the Commission was pleased with
the success achieved in coordinating the posi-
tions of the Member States at the Security Con-
ference. Now this coordination-and this is
something which has been referred to by a
number of honourable Members in their
speeches-has enabled the Community both to
explain and to defend its ideas in those areas
where the Community as such has powers, no-
tabty in the work of Committee II of the Con-
ference, which deals with economic matters, and
it has also set out to foster a greater degree of
coherence between Member States in those fields
that are not covered by the Treaties. Now I am
glad to see from Mr Radoux's report that he
agrees with us that the r61e played by the Com-
munity as such at the conference has been-and
he was kind enough to say he hoped it would
continue to be-an important, active and
constructive one. This relative success so far,
in the Commission's view, merely underlines
the paramount importance of maintaining and
indeed strengthening our joint Community co-
ordinating procedures in the 'delicate phase
ahead when the Conference moves towards its
conclusion.
A point made by Mr Corterier was that he was
kind enough to say he was pleased 'at the
efforts made by the Commission at this Con-
,ference, and the Nine in fact made it clear right
at the very beginning of the conference that
when Commission representatives spoke they
would be doing so on behalf of the Community.
This was not contested at the Conference, and
so indeed it has happened. I am sure that most
of us in our political experience have come to
feel that seldom in politics do things ever turn
our to be either as good or as bad as one expects
them to be. Very often one derives from certain
political facts some unexpected advantage. And
the point I should like to put to the House--
and I think from the speeches that have been
made that there is some agreement on this-
is that whatever we m,ay think as individuals
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about the success or otherwise of this conference
one thing is clear, and that is that it has been
a valuable experience for the Community. Of
course, often the Community as such has been
present at international conferences like GATT
and the like, but this, I believe, is the first
major international conference of this character
where the Community has been talking both on
matters which are Community responsibility
and on matters that fall within the scope of
what is called political cooperation as a generic
term, and has managed-successfully, I believe,
and successfully in the eyes of the world- to
coordinate its efforts on both counts. We have
drawn strength from that, and it is nice these
difficult days to be able to draw strength from
some things.
The Security Conference has been going on for
a long time now. In the debates held in January
1974, Mr Radoux pointed out that there had
been hopes that the ConJerence would be con-
cluded by December of 1974. Tffell, 1974 has gone
by and the Conference is still with us. But more
and more now the participants in the Conference
are considering what follow-up arrangements
will be necessary to ensure that the decisions of
the Conference are put into effect.
'What form these arrangements will take is still
an open question. But there is one important
point which I am glad to see is made in the
draft resolution as well as in the conclusions to
the report itself: It is essential that where the
follow-up arrangements concern matters of
Community competence, the Community as such
participates. If there are to be specific agree-
ments on such matters, the provisions of the
EEC Treaty must be applied. It is as well to
remember that Community interests could be
involved not only in arrangements for imple-
menting the decisions of the Conference, but also
in determining what procedures are to be
adopted to assess the effectiveness of these ar-
rangements.
Now I would like to turn to the references in
the report to the Community's relations with
Eastern Europe in general and with COMECON
in particular. A good deal has happened since
the passage on this subject was drafted and I
do not wish to repeat now what I said in the
debate on 18 February, except for one point.
We are very conscious of the fact, which the
report points out, that there are fundamental
differences of structure between COMECON
and the Community. We are not trying to force
a particular approach on the Eastern European
countries. We consider simply that a normal
situation in East-West economic relations would
be one in which the Community develop con-
tacts both with COMECON itself and with its
component countries individually, depending on
where the competences lie in the particular mat-
ter to be discussed.
Finally, Mr President, I would like to pay
tribute to the clear and logical way the report
is set out and to turn to its conclusions. Apart
from the follow-up arrarlgements, the other
main conclusion lays emphasis on the need for
an overall balance to be achieved on all topics
which have been dealt with in this Conference,
and this indeed was a matter that was ap-
proached by many honourable Members in their
speeches. Progress has been made in certain
areas of the Con-ference's work, but do not let
us delude ourselves that a number of important
questions do not still remain unresolved. Of
course the Community is in favour of as rapid a
conclusion as possible of the Conference's
work, but more important than a quick end to
the Conference is that it should be able to
achieve some satisfactory results. We think that
a successful Conference can, if the spirit as well
as the letter of its decisions are given effect,
have a helpful influence on the political climate
in Europe. This can only be done by streng-
thening mutual understanding and mutual con-
fidence among the peoples of our continent,
and an important factor in achieving this aim
is the normalization of all aspects of relations
between Eastern and Western Europe. So the
Community will continue to work, together with
all other participants in the Conference, towards
a successful outcome.
With this in mind I welcome the resolution
which is before the House, the terms of which
will be helpful to us in continuing our efforts.
But I think that the main theme which was
taken up by one speaker after another-Mr
Klepsch, Mr Corterier, Lord Gladwyn, Mr Jahn,
Mr Giraudo and Mr Terrenoire-was that we are
in favour of increased cooperation between East
and West, and therefore we are in favour of
this Conference. I would suggest that that should
lead one to say that one is in favour of the
Conference proving successful. When the idea
of this Conference was first mooted, there were
some who feared that it might turn into nothing
more than a propaganda exercise. There were
others who hoped that it could make a very
real contribution to dbtente. Certainly the Com-
munity hoped that it would be the latter. Well,let us hope that it will be able to make at
least some contribution, but do not let us forget
that what is going to matter to us in the future,
and to the peoples of our countries, is not just
the words that are spoken, not just the reso-
lutions that are passed, but the actions of the
countries concerned towards each other. These
we shall see,as time goes on. And only time will
show. Certainly there is plenty of room for im-
provement at present.
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There has been talk of this Conference being
brought to an end by a conference of Heads of
State or Government. Certainly the Commission,
and I think the whole Community, hopes that
the progress made in the Conference will be
sufficient to warrant such an ending to this
Conference. But whether it ends with a Con-
ference of Heads of State or Government or not,
I think we should all be very careful not to
delude ourselves and not to try to delude our
people into thinking that, using Lord Gladwyn's
expression, peace had broken out. We must not
try to delude our people that things are other
than they are. But certainly, Sir, from our point
of view, from the Community's point of view, we
will continue to work in the hope that something
at least of satisfaction, some contribution to a
better understanding between East and West,
may come from this Conference, realizing of
course that it is through actions in the future
that the people of Europe will gain.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I caII Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald,, President-in-Office of the Coun-
cil oJ the European Comruunities. 
- 
Mr Presi-
dent, I would like to endorse, naturally, every-
thing which Commissioner Soames has said and
to add a few other words of my own speaking
from the point of view of the Council. The
report is a very valuable one indeed. Its analysis
of the background since 1954 to this whole mat-
ter is extremely useful and, if I may say so, I
myself, who became involved in these matters
at a date somewhat posterior to 1954, found it
a very useful summing-up and I learnt much
from it.
There have of course been developments since
the report was prepared, and to some degree the
report may sound a slightly more pessimistic
note about the possibility of progress than per-
haps is justified by some of the things that have
happened since then. In the first 'basket', eight
of the principles have been provisionally re-
gistered, the niath is near completion and an
initial discussion has started on the tenth. In
Basket 3, to whose importance the report rightly
directs attention, as it does to the absence of
progress until recently, there are now texts on
family unification, facilitation of marriage and
access to printed information. And texts are
now being drafted on working conditions forjournalists, and on travel.
That is not to say that there does not remain
a good deal to be done, or that we can at this
stage be satisfied with the progress, or that the
progress achieved to date is now sufficient for
us to decide that the Conference can be suc-
cessfully concluded. But certainly the progress
made in the last few months has been signifi-
cantly more rapid than previously and gives us
the hope that if this progress is maintained and
if it is extended to one or two other areas where
there is still an inadequate basis for agreement,
it may be possible to bring the Conference to
a successful conclusion before too long.
Well, like Commissioner Soames, I would at this
point and on this issue, choose my words with
care. One should not, I think, overstate wtr,at the
beneficial results of this conference can be even
if it is brought to a conclusion with which we
can be satisfied as an adequate basis for agree-
ment. Obviously the results that can come from
this Conference are going to be limited, but I
think nonetheless they are likely, if present
progress is maintained, to be sufficiently positive
to m,ake the Conference worthwhile, so long as
--as Commissioner Soames has rightly remarked
-it does not engender any illusions that whatit involves, what it achieves, is more than what
really is involved.
There is one point I would like to make here.
The end of paragraph 31 states: 'It is fears of
this order [referred to immediately above] which
have led the Western participants to insist, suc-
cessfully, that the question of the estabiishment
of a standing body, should not be considered
until its utility, or otherwise, can be judged in
the light of the progress made at Geneva by
the expert committee.' Now I think that our
reservations go a little further than that. The
reservations we have about the question of insti-
tutional follow-up really relate to being sa-
tisfied, not merely that we can reach agreement
on language and words and on a document as
something to sign, but to being satisfied after
a certain period of time that what has been
agreed is being implemented. The reservations
that we have perhaps go somewhat further in
this respect than paragraph 31 might suggest.
There is one other point which struck me, in a
way perhaps in which it might not have struck
a President from another country, and that is
the extent to which reference is made in the
report at various points to the position of NATO,
even to the extent in one paragraph of seeming
to imply (although this is clarified somewhat
later) that all the members of the Community
are also members of NATO. You will appreciate
why I as an Irish Foreign Minister make this
point. The end of paragraph 38 states that ,the
Political Committee of the Nine is fully informed
of the national viewpoints of other NATO allies'.
This point is clarified subsequently, and I must
say that the report does pay tribute to the fact
that it is in fact the Nine rather than NATO
which has been the main driving force, that the
credit does come to the Nine and, as Commis-
sioner Soames has said, to the way in which the
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Nine have worked together both as Nine and
in cooperation with other Western countries, and
to the way they have worked together under
their two different hats, the Community side and
the political cooperation side. It has been in that
respect a successful exercise and indeed, when
we come to consider how worthwhile this exer-
cise has been, this aspect I think will loom large
in our minds.
The points made in the concluding paragraph
of the report are ones which certainly the Coun-
cil will have very much in mind: that the Com-
munity competences must be respected in any
follow-up to the Conference, and I think we
agree 100 per cent on that; that the development
of Western European integration must have
priority over East-West cooperption-that too,
of course, all Members will be fully in accord
with. I also think the point made in the report,
that in dealing with major problems of East-
West economic cooperation, the Nine have been
recognized as their interlocuteur ualable by the
USSR and its Warsaw Pact allies, is an impor-
tant step forward, as the report properly states.
I just felt, Mr President, that I might take this
opportunity to make these few brief comments
on the point of view of the Council, giving the
warmest endorsement to Commissioner Soames
and the report itself. Thank you very much.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I put the motion for a resolution
to the vote.
The resolution is adopted.l
Thank you, Mr FitzGerald and Sir Christopher
Soames.
6. OraL questions uith debate :
Prospects for the Euro-Arab dialogue
President. 
- 
The next item is the joint debate
on the three identical oral questions with debate
put by the Political Affairs Committee to the
Commission, the Council and the Conference of
Foreign Ministers of the Member States of the
European Communities (Docs. lll7b, L2l7d and-
13175).
They are worded as follows:
'Subject: Prospects for the Euro-Arab dialogue.
Can the Commission (Council, Conference of
Foreign Ministers of the Member States) of
the European Communities give the European
Parliament its views on the prospects for the
Euro-Arab dialogue, which was decided in
principle a year ago but has not yet taken
place?'
I call Mr Blumenfeld to speak to the question.
Mr Blumenfeld. 
- 
(D) Mr President, on behalf
of the Political Affairs Committee I would like
to make the following comments in support of
the question.
By putting the same question on the 'prospects
for the Euro-Arab dialogue' to the Commission,
the Council and the Conference of Foreign Min-
isters, the Political Affairs Committee has intro-
duced to the plenary session of the Parliament
an innovation for which provision was made at
the Paris Summit of December t974. We are
putting questions to the Council and the Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers simultaneously and
will subsequently be discussing their replies.
During the confidential meeting between the
President of the Council and the president of
the Conference of Foreign Ministers in February,
the Political Affairs Committee held a prelimi-
nary discussion, which unfortunately proved
fruitless due to lack of time. Even then the
members of the Political Affairs Committee
made it clear that they wished to continue dis-
cussions at a plenary session in public with Mr
FitzGerald, who once again deserves our sincere
gratitude for his openness and willingness to
take part in an important political discussions
with the members of this Parliament. We are
thus looking forward to a good debate and
detailed replies to ensure that this new proce-
dure yields useful results.
With your permission, Mr President, I shall now
briefly outline the background to the question.
The Euro-Arab dialogue began on 31 July 19?4
and has been held formally only once; it has not
been resumed since. It resulted from a visit
made by an Arab countries delegation during
the Copenhagen Summit of December 1gT3.
The Arabs wanted to begin discussions on
general cooperation with the Community. The
communiqu6 dealt with this question as follows:
'The Heads of State or Government confirmed the
importance of entering into negotiations with oil-
producing countries on comprehensive arrange-
ments comprising cooperation on a wide scale
for the economic and industrial development of
these countries, industrial investmentsand stable
energy supplies to the member countries at
reasonable prices.' I would ask you to note the
terms 'negotiations', 'cooperation on a wide
scale' and 'stable energy supplies'. Of course, the
Heads of Government at that time were most
concerned about the last point.r oJ No C 95 0f 28. 4. 19?5.
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In March 1974 the President of the Council was
authofized to open the dialogue with about
twenty countries of the Arab League. In mid-
June a Community delegation went to Cairo to
discuss with the Arab League the scope of pos-
sibilities and the ground to be covered by the
dialogue. The Community planned to deal not
only with industry, economic cooperation, and
problems connected with oil and energy, but also
science and technology, cultural exchanges,
vocational training and financial cooperation.
Only political matters were absent. The Arabs
admittedly had similar intentions. They stated
their aims at the opening conference in Paris on
31 July 1974 by declaring that the planned dia-
logue was the expression of political willingness
to achieve cooperation in oll sectors. This wish
was opposed by the Community, largely in view
of the political negotiations the USA had in
progress in the Middle East, as these had to take
precedence.
It was decided to set up a body called the
'Genera1 Committee', which planned to hold its
first meeting in Paris at the end of November
1974. However, the participation of a PLO
delegation became a highly controversial prob-
lem. No agreement could be reached on this, and
so the Arabs decided not to send any delegation
to the proposed meeting. This is to the best of
our knowledge the situation as it stands today,
although ways and means of. overcoming the
PLO problem are being discussed behind the
scenes.
In view of this situation, which has persisted
for over six months, the European Parliament
has declared its immediate interest in the aims
and prospects of a Euro-Arab dialogue, and we
look forward to hearing the replies of the Com-
mission, the Council and the Conference of
Foreign Ministers.
PresidenL 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald, President-in-OJfice oJ the Coun-
cil of the European Communittes. 
- 
Mr Pre-
sident, first of all may I thank Mr Blumenfeld
for his kirtd words and also mention my pleasure
in the fact that this is the first occasion on
which the question is being replied to formally
in relation to political cooperation matters-
although, in this instance, to political coopera-
tion and Community matters jointly.
I shall be replying formally, Sir, to your ques-
tion, and therefore will not at this ptage com-
ment on your remarks; I will only say that the
procedure is a slightly awkward one in which
the debate is introduced by a speech to which
the President does not reply immediately: he
gives his formal pre-prepared answer, in which
he ignores the things that have been said, and
replies at the end of the debate. I just wonder,
Mr President, whether some revision of the pro-
cedure might not make it a little less awkward
-a little less frustrating for the President ofthe Council and a little more useful, perhaps, to
the Assembly. But I leave that thought with you.
The formal reply I have to give to the question
that is put down is the following. The Euro-
Arab dialogue is a concerted action in which
the Community and the Member States, in the
framework of their political cooperation, are
working closely together with the aim of setting
Euro-Arab cooperation withrn a general policy
framework. To this end, the Council last year
empowered its President, in collaboration with
the Commission, to initiate talks with the Arab
countries on matters falling within the com-
petence of the Community. It is thus in my dual
r6le as President of the Council and President
of the Conference of Foreign Ministers that I
have pleasure in replying to the Oral Question
put by your Political Affairs Committee.
I am glad to have the occasion of this debate
to reaffirm, on behalf of the governments of
the Nine Member States, the importance which
they attach to the Euro-Arab dialogue and their
resolve to further its developrnent. This resolve
was confirmed at the meeting of the Foreign
Ministers held in the political cooperation frame-
work on 13 February last in Dublin. On that
occasion, my colleagues and I examined the state
of the preparatory work which had been under-
taken at the level of the Community and agreed
on the practical aspects which should be pur-
sued in the special coordination group of the
Nine dealing with the dialogue. The purpose of
this preparatory work is to define the fields of
economic, technical and cultural cooperation to
be covered by the dialogue. We also discussed
arrangements which could enable further con-
tacts to take place on economic and technical
matters between the European and Arab sides.
We hope that the dialogue can move into rts
operational phase at an early stage.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cheysson.
Mr Cheysson, Member of the Commission ol the
European Communities.- (tr') Mr President, this
is the third opportunity which the Commission
has had of giving its opinion on the Euro-Arab
dialogue, since as early as 25 September, on the
initiative of Mr Durieux and of the Liberal and
Allies Group, and on 10 December, following
a question by Mr Jahn and other members of
the Christian-Democratic Group, the Commis-
sion was able to state everything it expected
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from a Euro-Arab dialogue. It was able to do
so with a freedom compatible with its less heavy
responsibilities than those of the Council and
which I find a pleasant contrast to the 'frusta-
tions' to which the Prqsident of the Council and
of the Conference of Foreign Ministers referred
a few moments ago.
Mr President, I shall not restate, on behalf of
the Commission, what has already been said
on two occasions, that is that we attach con-
siderable importance to dialogue between the
Comunity countries and the southern Mediter-
ranean and Middle East countries. We feel that
the Euro-Arab dialogue is more than a formal
meeting between groups from the Arab League
and the Community. It is the expression of a
common will to cooperate in matters of mutual
interest, that is the upholding of our indepen-
dence and our desire to achieve progress, which
may be expressed in many similar ways.
There can be no doubt whatever that this Euro-
Arab dialogue, and also thb Israel-Europe dia-
logue, were inspired by political considerations.
The House has repeatedly owned that these
should be reflected in positive action; the Coun-
cil of Ministers, the Conference of Foreign Min-
isters and the Commission are also convinced
of this need.
But our common interests are many and their
significance is apparent in all the southern Medi-
terranean countries and is confirmed every time
Members of Parliament, and also myself, travel
to these countries. The southern Mediterranean
countries agree that their common interests will
be served by creating a svstem of interdepen-
dence to provide the most favourable conditions
for their own development. All this obviously
has to be organized under trying conditions ow-
ing to the tense political situation and to the
widely divergent conditions prevailing in the
southern Mediterranean countries: some are rich,
others poor, and some are amply nopulated and
have the means and the need to develop, while
others are almost deserted; and some are bor-
rowers, while others are lenders. But they all
undoubtedly have the will to develop and the
conviction that the countries and industry in
Europe have a great deal to offer them. I would
like to refer to a remark by your former col-
league, Mr Dodds-Parker, who said with refer-
ence to these countries that their needs were
great, but so were their resources and potential,
a fact which was of interest to us Europeans,
but that our needs, like our intellectual and
technological resources, were also great, which
was of interest to them.
This is the background to the dialogue with the
southern Mediterranean countries.
The Commission has repeatedly had occasion to
emphasize that the institutional aspect of the
Euro-Arab dialogue between the Twenty and
the Nine, between the Arab League and the
Community, between the countries on either side
of the Mediteuanean, should not be isolated
from the general development of relations bet-
ween the north and south of the Mediterranean.
The pattern of these relations is bilateral and,
as you know, progress is being made-I think
the French President is leaving for Algeria today
or tomorrow-and many exchange visits have
taken place between European itates and the
southern Mediterrdnean countries. Relations are
developing between the Community and all of
these countries; I would point out that three of
the Arab League countries, the Sudan, Mauri-
tania and Somalia, are also ACP states and are
thus linked with us under the Lom6 Convention.
We are of course negotiating with the three
Maghreb countries and our negotiations with
Israel have concluded with an agreement which
has been initialled and which will soon be signed.
Progress is therefore continuing between the
Community and these countries.
There remain the question of the formal organ-
ization of the meetings and the way in which
the positive results achieved overall by the Arab
League countries and the Nine may be developed.
As the President of the Conference of Foreign
Ministers and of the Council said in his reply,
we have not yet reached the operational phase
in these respects, a fact which we greatly de-
plore. However, our preparatory work for this
phase is well advanced; we are examining sys-
tematically the various fields in which it is
hoped to obtain the positive results I just men-
tioned in the field of industrial cooperation,
agricultural cooperation-can the current com-
petition in this area be turned into complemen-
tarity?-in the field of investment policies and
guarantees, tripartite operations, and finally in
the cultural, scientific and technieal fields.
The preparatory work involves close cooperation
with the Commission. I am sure the President of
the Council and of the Conference of Foreign
Ministers will permit me to say that the Com-
mission has frequently played a useful part
during this preparatory work by offering sug-
gestions. With that I will conclude by repeating
something which I have stated several times
before Parliament, namely that the Commission
has its place in this ,structure as a Community
institution; it may express its views and has its
part to play, while you, the Parliament have
the right of direct intervention through your
function of scrutiny, and are also able-as this
debate shows-to hold the necessary discussions
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with two other institutions, the Council and the
Commission, as well as with the Conference of
Foreign Ministers.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Blumenfeld to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Blumenfeld. 
- 
(D) Mr President, I wish to
thank the President of the Council and agree
with him that this new procedure needs to be
modified slightly if we are not to get bogged
down in formalities. We find it rather difficult
to engage in discussions which are based on
replies from the President of the Council, which
-if he will forgive my ,saying so-have to bekept very formal, just as my introduction has
had to be kept rather formal. I am thelefore
particularly pleased that Mr Cheysson has
made some remarks which give me the opport-
unity, if not to contradict him, them to present
the case somewhat differently. It is my view
that precious little remains of the Commission's
and Council's original mandate, namely cultural
exchanges, financial cooperation-important as
thi.s is-and vocational training, which was given
a year ago and handed over to the Arabs, be-
cause as Mr Cheysson and Mr FitzGerald havejust pointed out, economic and trade policies
have long been carried out within the frame-
work of the EEC policy towards the Mediter-
ranean countries. The oil and energy policy is
meanwhile being discussed at the conference of
producer and consumer countries.
The EEC member countries have been providing
the Arab states with scientific and technical
know-how on a continuous basis and have co-
opperated with them in economic and technolo-
gical fields with surprising success, as we have
all observed.
If we are honest with ourselves, we are left
simply with this question: what do we intend
to discuss in this Euro-Arab dialogue? I am
convinced that the Arab countries, aware of the
economic interests of the EEC Member States,
are trying consciously to give this dialogue an
even greater political emphasis, i.e. they are
trying to create a political forum in which-
with the participation of the PLO-the Middle
East conflict may be discussed and if possible
-this is obviously the wish of the Arabs-theEEC won over to the Arab cause and the stra-
tegy of isolating fsrael.
I feel it would be pointless to try to deny this
state of affairs especially since the unfortunate
and decisive failure of Dr Kissinger's 'shuttle
diplomacy', that is the policy aimed at achieving
peace by stages between Israel and its Arab
neighbours. Even though bilateral discussions
are still being held to try to salvage the con-
siderable number of peace moves and partial
successes achieved by Dr Kissinger with his
Egyptian, Israeli and other partners, what is
really at stake is whether a sound negotiating
position can be secured for the Geneva Con-
ference. In such circumstances, however, Europe
cannot afford to play the r6le of a political by-
stander.
The EEC has hitherto had very little political
freedom of movement. But now the European
Community has realized that it may participate
in the Geneva talks to find a peace formula for
the Middle East. The rvillingness of the EEC
finally to become actively involved in the politics
of the Mediterranean area does not mean that a
military element will be added to those already
there, nor that a common foreign policy will
be adopted, as we are all aware of the divergent
interests or views on this matter. Europe has
an overwhelming and vital interest in peace in
this part of the world, in the development of the
Middle East as an economic bloc in which every-
one can live in safety and contentment, and
Europe can exert a moderating influence at
these talks. Our history and our cultural and
traditional trade relations with this part of
the world demand that Europe should not seek
to provide a substitute for American peace
moves, but should complement these by assum-
ing its rightful place with regard to the Middle
East.
This, Mr FitzGerald, would in my view form the
basis for a constructive Euro-Arab dialogue,
although we must make it quite clear that
Europe-quite apart from considerations of
national or international law-can and will only
agree to the participation of the PLO, and this
is a problem which needs to be discussed here,
if this organization completely renounces its
1968 Charter, which has since been reaffirmed
at all the Palestinian national assemblies, and
ceases to use terrorism as a political weapon
- 
against innocent civilians, children, women and
old people.
Mr President, I think that Europe must now
have the courage of its convictions. Only the
European Community can now speak on behalf
of Europe. The Council, the Conference of
Foreign Minister,s and the Commission will soon
be put to the test.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Behrendt to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Behrendt. 
- 
(D) I am now the victim of
my own decisions, as I have to state my Group's
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position in five minutes. If I don't manage it,
my colleague, Mr Peter Corterier will carry on
for me.
I would like to say, like Mr Blumenfeld, that
although this new debating procedure is a wel-
come step, we will definitely have to find ano-
ther solution, as the reply was too formal. As
you will be aware, Mr FitzGerald, you said much
less than we already know. Indeed, we know
from newspaper reports considerably more than
what you were able to tell us today. Your smile
indeed confirms this.
I shall try to deal briefly with the following
three topics: the Euro-Arab dialogue, the Geneva
Conference and our attitude towards the PLO.
As far as cooperation between Europe and the
Arab countries is concerned, I feel that this
dialogue is more involved than is apparent from
what has been said here. We know the fields
covered, and we know that Europe has pro-
posed to our Arab friends that we should di,s-
cuss questions of economics, finance, cultural
cooperation, infrastructures and agriculture. I
cannot now list the projects which could be
discussed and in which we are cooperating. But
Mr Cheysson has been kind enough to mention a
whole ;series of projects and give examples of
the topics to be discussed as part of this dialogue.
Before I come to the question of the Geneva
Conference, I would just like to say that while
we have to pursue this Euro-Arab dialogue we
still have the Council decision of 1974, according
to which similar contacts should be established
with Israel.
This decision refers not to a dialogue but to
'contacts', and I would like to know, Mr Fitz-
Gerald, what the Council means by this. For the
Commission in Brussels is already dealing with
the present programme for Israel, which includes
agreements on trade and cooperation. So it
would be very interesting to know what else
is meant by 'contacts'.
As far as Geneva is concerned, the Egyptian
Foreign Minister, Mr Fahmi, recently announc-
ed that in addition to the USA and the USSR,
Great Britain and France would also be invited
to the talks, and it was not yet certain-this is
roughly what he said-whether other Commun-
ity countries could also participate. These states,
he said, represented western Europe. I should
like to ask the President of the Council the fol-
lowing question: who could object to the parti-
cipation of Great Britain and France at the sum-
mit conference?
But this is not a European solution-it is more
a UN solution.
The Middle East problem concerns us all, and
it especially concerns the Community, and I
would ask the President of the Council whether
the Community should not speak with a single
voice at the Geneva Conference. On behalf of
the Socialist Group I would emphasize that this
should not involve a military commitment. The
Community's contribution would be purely poli-
tical, with a view to bringing about a peaee
settlement acceptable to all concbrned.
I would emphasize once again that the Euro-
Arab dialogue and the Geneva Conference are
two different things. The Euro-Arab dialogue
aims at long-term stability, while the purpose
of the Geneva Conference is to come to terms
with an explosive situation and to reach a peace
settlement for the peoples in this part of the
worlci. Of course, I will not deny that the two
are interrelated and that attempts are being
made to give the Euro-Arab dialogue a political
slant. But that is a question which concerns
both parties, not just one. The participation of
the PLO is also a factor to be considered in con-
nection with the Geneva Conference and also
the Euro-Arab dialogue. And I would like, Mr
President, to conclude by saying something about
that organization.
As we all know, recognition of the PLO accord-
ing to the accepted criteria of international law
presupposes the existence of a state, a nation
and effective governmental power. But these
do not exist. No one, however, has officially
recognized this organization in a special, politi-
cal sense. And I would like to say on behalf of
the Socialist Group that the PLO's own actions
determine how far we can engage in detailed.
intensive discussions with them. We must be
clear on two points: firstly, i,s the PLO willing
to recognize fsrael as a state, and secondly, ean
it state unequivocally its position with regard
to terrorism?
We would also like to draw attention once again
to the declaration of the foreign ministers of
the Community of 6 November 1973, and to two
points in particular. This declaration stresses first
of all Israel's right to survival and secondly the
recognition of the legitimate rights of the Pales-
tinians, including the right of self-determina-
tion. A peace settlement in the Middle East
should not only resolve the problem of the Pales-
tinians but also provide a guarantee for Israel.
These two requirements go hand in hand, and
neither of them should be neglected in a peace
settlement.
There is no time left to discuss the problem of
the banks and companies which are the subject
of discrimination, so they will have to be dealt
with at a later sitting. I shoutrd therefore like to
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conclude by saying on behalf of the Socialist
Group that we call upon the Council, the Con-
ference of Eoreign Ministers and the Commis-
sion-especially the latter-to continue the work
already begun on the Euro-Arab dialogue, and
also to see to it that the Community contributes
in Geneva towards the efforts being made to
achieve a peace settlement which is satisfactory
to all concerned.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Guldberg to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.
Mr Guldberg. 
- 
F) Mr President, I shall merely
discuss our r6le in this affair and will begin by
saying that we must be realistic. The Middle
East crisis and the oil crisis have shown that
the basis of western Europe's economic power
was very weak, that political cooperation in
the Community was unable to bear such a heavy
burden and that western Europe, itself in a
critical situation, was becoming increasingly
dependent on the outside world instead of being
able to contribute independently to efforts,
especially those of the United States, to reach
a solution and create confidence in the future.
This situation was deplored not only in western
Europe. Both in the Arab countries and in fsrael,
the presence of western Europe was sorely mis-
sed. These countries undoubtedly thought it
unfortunate that western Europe lacked the co-
ordination and political strength to make a sub-
stantial and independent contribution. The exist-
ence of an independent state of Israel within
safe frontiers and the settlement of the situation
of the Palestinians with guarantees of territory
and independence are obvious prerequisites for
a political solution. Yet it is a geographical fact
that Israel is a small country compared with its
Arab neighbours. There is nothing new in this.
What is new, however, is that a political solu-
tion should also make it possible for the Middle
East countries to live in an economic community.
The purpose of the Euro-Arab dialogue was to
lay the foundation for long-term cooperation
after the oil and monetarv erises had receded
and a political solution for Israel and its neigh-
bours was found. This idea should be viewed
within the overall context of the common Medi-
terranean policy, as this relates to all the coun-
tries of the Mediterranean basin, including Israel.
fn order to ensure that a lasting peace is achiev-
ed between Israel and its neighbours and that
the solution reached is not merely territorial,
the countries eoncerned must have the means
to exist. Today, this means that the Arab coun-
tries and Israel need to cooperate widely in the
economic, technical and cultural fields, and only
the European Community is able, because of
geographical, political and historical considera-
tions, to help them do this. It is all the more
unfortunate that the member countries of the
Community, when faced with the oil and mone-
tary crise,s, were incapable of dealing with other
problems, and that a situation which could have
yielded constructive and promising results has
so far produced only minimal advantages for
individual interests.
We must really get to the roots of this problem.
It would be far too dangerou,s not to do so. If
western Europe cannot solve its own problems.
or find a way to cooperate with the United
States to safeguard peaee, we will be running
a security risk ourselves. Economic recession
and unemployment could also threaten our
security.
'We could quickly become embroiled in difficul-
ties which could undermine our political
security.
Mr President, I shall conclude by saying that
the Middle East crisis has revealed the weak-
nesses which have been borne out by the results
so far achieved by the Community. These must
be eliminated and remedied. This is essential,
whether or not the outside world advises us
to do so.
'We should only do what we are able. Economie
and commercial cooperation should be based on
monetary cooperation, which would give the
European Community the economic stability to
enable it to contribute towards peace and
development and avoid the need for aid. fn order
to contribute towards rstability we must sort out
our own affairs after a political solution has
been found to the problems irr the Middle East.
President. 
- 
I call Lord St. Oswa1d to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Lord St. Oswald. 
- 
Mr President, to make an
anodine speech on the Middle East at this period
in hi,story is by no means easy, but with the
possibility-some observers said probability-
of another Arab-Israeli war within months, if
not weeks, a vehemently partisan speech would
be crassly irresponsible. If such a war breaks
out, we can be certain that its international
reverberations will be grave, perhaps graver
than ever before, and memories of October 1973
with its aftermath are still fresh in our me-
mories. Hope is held out by the apparent
and almost certain fact that both Israel and
Egypt have come to the conclusion that
neither will gain from another war and that
the cost to both would be grievous. Theore-
tically this should preclude war, but we all
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know that wars have taken place in less volcanic
situations when this realization was present in
the judgements of statesmen in two or more
antagonistic nations. The responsibility for
avoidance must be shared more widely to include
other civilized and far-sighted nations, their
leaders and statesmen. In this hope we have
seen two recent but certainly not conclusive
setbacks. The assassination of King Faisal of
Saudi Arabia caused an inevitable shock, but
this was relieved by the immediate declaration
of his successor, King Khalad, that he would
carry on the generally moderating policies
sustained by the murdered monarch. Peace-
loving people must desire him success in this
determination and a waxing prestige which can
recreate the influence of his brother in the
Midd1e East. The other setback which I think
we cannot sensibly ignore is the breaking-off
of Dr Henry Kissinger's talks in the Middle East
and the recent diminution of his prestige in his
own country-perhaps only temporary, but
significant and unfortunate at this moment.
Although, as I measure them, these two factors
cannot be seen as other than diplomatic and
geo-political setbacks, this should not create a
mood of wringing the hand,s or resignation to
ineluctably tragic events. It requires us rather
to turn to other arenas of discussion and nego-
tiation, other fora for listening and, if invited,
advising. That is why I consider this question
today before us to be of real importance.
Europe has a part to play and cannot stand
aside among the spectators, for reasons some of
which are more obvious than others. We heard
Herr Willy Brandt, speaking to our Parliament
on an earlier occasion as Chancellor of the Ger-
man Federal Republic, describe the sense of
responsibility of his own compatriots towards
the Jewish State of Israel flowing from deeds
in our own lifetime. On exactly the same theme,
though from a different angle, some weeks ago
an Egyptian diplomat of brilliance and earnest-
ness said to me in so many words: 'All right,
you irt Europe per:secuted the Jews on a huge
and inhuman scale four decades ago. Why should
we in the Arab world be paying for it now?'
That expresses a simplified poiat of view; it is
not a question beyond the wit of an honest
mind to answer, but it cannot be neglected as
part of the attitude which we might conceivably
take in comparable circumstances. At least two
of the nations represented in this Community
can claim historic ties with the Arab peoples-
ties which may still be remembered with little
love as conquest and occupation by those peoples,
but, as the years of occupation are left further
and further behind, resentment fades and appre-
ciation, sometimes reluctant appreciation, is
revived. Those ties can be of value today.
The greatest obstruction that I see to peace is the
new apparent dignity given to Yasha Arafat and
to the PLO, which has been mentioned fre-
quently today. The PLO repudiate the existence
of Israel.
They deny that Israel has any borders at all-
any existence. They aim at the tobal extinction
of Israel as a state. They back up this destructive
aim with pure terrorism in hideous and boastful
forms. They attack and kill indiscriminately.
Their death-toll among the unprotected and
totally innocent eclipses any losses they have
inflicted upon their armed opponents. They seek
to exert in this way a stranglehold upon the
peaceful world, including the peaceful elements
of the Arab world. I see in this a great obstacle
to the assistance that Europe could give through
goodwill and by reviving old friendships and
understandings. I believe that in this I am
echoing some of the words of Mr Behrendt a
moment or two ago. I cannot see how the Euro-
pean Community could bow to such menaces.
We should belittle and humiliate ourselves if we
did so. And one reasoned, friendly, constructive
aim that we might set ourselves as a means
to an end is to persuade President Sadat to
sever his unnatunal connections with these
terrorist and inhuman gangsters. It is my esteem
for Presi:dent Sadat, which I have tried in the
past to exprless, the importance I believe he has
in the field of world peace which obliges me to
state with total conviction that AraJat and his
assassins are unworthy accomplices for such a
man and such a nation. When they have been
disavowed by men of reason and intellect, who
are not scarce in the Arab world, the goodwill
and the love of peace which all such men share,
in whatever quarter of the globe, will conquer
and give new life to the rraces at the other end
of the Mediterranean who deserve it as well as
we.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lenihan to speak on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.
Mr Lenihan. 
- 
Mr President, in my view this
important question is one that should be debated
in a less emotional manner than that adopted
by my immediate predeoessor, because there is
no point in getting what we want to get going,
which is a Euro-Arab dialogue, unless we
recognize that we of the European Community
are involved in the problems of the whole
Mediterranean area. I agree with Mr Behrendt
that the state of Israel is involved in this; indeed,
the Magreb and other North African areas and
even the Western Mediterranean area are
involved very much as well, so that this is a
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problem that must not be looked at in isolation
but one that includes a part of the world that
ranges from Portugal to Pakistan. That brings
many problems into focus. I should like to
reiterate what Commissioner Cheysson said.
namely, that the Euro-Arab dialogue represents
a desire to deal with problems that are of real
common interest to us in particular here in this
Community. We arre the peop,J.es who are most
concerned with the solution of pro;blems that
affect the whole Mediterranean and Middle
Eastern area. Euro-Arab dialogue, dialogue in
the real meaning of the word, without any pre-
conceived value judgements as to the partici-
pants or people involved, dialogue in the real
meaning of the word must be the start. Because
of our proximity and the special relations that
have always existed between the countries of
the Community and those of the regions I am
talking about, we can make a real contribution
in this whole area.
And of course the Arab-Israeli problem is one of
the most serious problems in the whole of this
area between Portugal and Pakistan. I don't
think that the two super-powers that are
involved are in a position to deal with this
problem effectively; I think the countries of the
European Community are those who carr deal
with this problem effectively-they are the
peoples most immediately and most historically
involved. This is where Europe's voice can be
heard in both the practical and the political
sense.
We must act as a Community from now on, and
abandon the unfortunate situation that recently
obtained, in which particular Member States took
divergent approaches. This must not happen
again, and this is the challenge facing the Coun-
cil of Ministers and indeed all the institutions
of the Community.
There is no doubt that the energy crisis has not
only created serious economic problems for a1l
our countries but has brought to our immediate
attention problems that had existed but had bee,n
neglected for many years. The countries of this
Community must not forget that for years the
prices paid for raw materials from the develop-
ing countries were inadequate. For decades the
industrially developed world of North America,
Western and Eastern Europe and the USSR have
been profiting from the immense resources of
a few underdeveloped countries and that without
reinvesting any-or at any rate without invest-
ing very much--of the substantial .profits made
possible for so long by the particularly low
prices of petroleum and indeed other basic com-
modities on the world market. This is why the
establishment of fresh relations between the
highly-industrialized countries-and this is
where we can take a civilized lead within our
Community-and the countries producing prim-
ary commodities, especially petroleum, and the
non-industrialized countries who do not have the
good fortune to possess any rich mineral
resources is without a shadow of doubt one of
the great human tasks of our time. It is up to
this Community to take a lead in this direction:it is imperative that we organize a true form
of cooperation between our Community and the
Arab countries based on partnership and that we
recognize that this cooperation must take into
account development on all sides of the Mediter-
ranean and must respect Community preferences.
In conclusion I should like to say that I agree
here again with Mr Behrendt that it is unreal-
istic to have a Euro-Arab dialogue without con-
sultation with the state of Israel: this is essential.
Further we must, without any emotionalism,
organize a practical means of recycling finances
between the Arab world and Europe, and Europe
is in a particular position to do this.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call on Mr D'Angelosante to speak
on behalf of the Communist and Ailies Group.
Mr D'Angelosante. 
- 
(I) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, we are of the opinion that for
this debate to be useful it must take account of
some very interestiag facts from our recent
history which indicate the path that the Com-
munity should follow and the mistakes we think
have so far been made.
I should like to say, Mr President, that at the
end of 1973, around the time of the Copenhagen
Summit, the conference of ministers of Member
States meetiag, if I remember correctly, in
Brussels on 6 November 1973, upheld some
iateresting political principles concerniag the
situation which existed then and unfortunately
still exists to-day in the Middle East. It especially
upheld the principle which had already been
laid down in certain United Nations resolutions,
in particular Resolution No 242, concerning the
restitution by Israel of Arab territories con-
quered during the 1967 war.
Over a year has gone by since that time and
Europe has witnessed a complete change in
the situation. We have seen the United States
intervening to modify the Middle East situation
by means of negotiations which, far from lead-
ing to the recognition of Israel's duty to restore
those territories, transformed this very duty irrto
a subject for negotiation, removing from it all
its binding legal ?nd moral character and
culminating in the recent escalation of tension of
which we are all aware.
To my mind, it is extremely rrnfortunate that
throughout this period the Community over-
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looked the fact that Kissinger's stage-by-stage
policy, although in some respects favourable to
peace, was nevertheless in conflict with the
decisions of the United Nations and with the
Community's own evaluation. Let us hope that
the Geneva Conference will resolve the problems
better than the recent abortive nego,tiations. We
believe that the Community should reaffirm as
its opinion what was stated a short while ago
by Mr Behrendt, i.e. that in any case the ter-
ritorial integrity and existence of the state of
Israel must be safeguarded, but that once this
has been achieved the Middle East situation must
be restored to what it was before.
I do not agree that the problem of the liberation
of Palestine can be described in the terms used
a few minutes ago, that is, by maintaining that
the territory, and consequently the state, does
not exist. In actual fact, the Palestinian people
is not a people without a territory, at least from
the legal point of view, but a people whose
territory is under military occupation by another
state.
Another relevant factor is that immediately
following the Copenhagen Summit the Commun-
ity stated the need to negotiate directly with the
Arab states on oil supplies and other economic
problems. Shortly afterwards, however, the situa-
tion changed again owing to the intervention of
the United States so that, instead of the multi-
Iateral negotiation between the Comrnunity and
the oil-producing countries which we had hoped
for, nearly all the Member States adopted a
different solution. They followed the United
States in setting up the International Energy
Agency within which-a regrettable situation in
our opinion, Mr President-eight Member States
of the Community accepted a supranational r6le
that they are not prepared to accept inside the
Community. These are truths which needed
saying-they reveal the real obstacles which
prevented us from following the path we would
earlier have chosen spontaneously.
Now we will have the conference between the
three major groupings, viz the industrialized
consumer countries, the producing countries,
and the countries of the poor third world. But
f maintain, Mr President, that if anyone ever
had the idea that the poor third world countries
might be able to stand up against the oil-pro-
ducing countries, Dakar helped remove this hope
and illusion just a few weeks ago.
Europe's path has already been clearly marked
out and I fail to understand why we have waited
for more than a year and abandoned our
previous decisions. A year, Mr President, during
which the Community has nevertheless found
time to draw up an agreement with Israel which
is extremely favourable to that country, while
doing nothing for the Arab countries, with
whom, however, some useful bilateral agree-
ments have been concluded.
We find these facts very significant, and we
hope that those who will answer us at the end
of this debate will take due note of them.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cheysson.
Mr Cheysson, Member of th,e Commission ot
the European Communities. 
- 
(.E') Mr President,
carefully avoiding tho,se areas for which the
Commission most manifestly carries no respon-
sibility I should like to say a few words on
the geo-political economic analysis undertaken
by some Members of this Parliament. I may say
that the Commission is in complete agreement
with the context in which Mr Lenihan has
placed this debate. The subject is our relations
with the Mediterranean countries. These rela-
tions-and here I take the opportunity of reply-
ing to another honourable Member--are not
relations based on aid. We need these countries.
The economic zone of each and every one of
the European countries, even the economically
strongest, is far too limited. So they depend
on their imports and exports; they depend on
their external economic relations as regards
supplies, markets and, occasionally, financing.
These are the facts of the situation.
Throughout history, all the countries of Europe
have tried to deal with this situation by various
means, military, colonial or other. These times
have passed. Ours is an age in which the colonies
have become independent, in which we must
make up for the insufficiency of our economic
zones in other ways. And what better way is
there than to turn our dependence for raw
materials on these countries, which are rapidly
developing and consequently have expanding
markets, into a state of interdependence? All
these countries, Egypt and Morocco, Israel and
Algeria, have a justified ambition to develop.
They need partners and I wholeheartedly agree
with Mr Guldberg that as partners the Euro-
peans cannot be rivalled.
This is not because our technology is better than
that of America, Japan or Russia, but precisely
because we are dependent and, as such, no doubt
ready to accept the structural changes and
internal sacrifices necessary to consolidate our
economic, and therefore political, relations wilh
the developing countries near us. That is why
we are unrivalled as partners.
An Arab Head of State recently told me that
he wanted to sign long-term agricultural prod-
uct supply agreements with the Community
and the European countries. He went on to say
that he could sign similar agreements with other
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countries of the temperate zone, such as Russia
or the United States, but that he preferred to
deal with the Community countries because our
dependence made us a safer partner. We are
safer partners for these countries by virtue of
our geographical proximity, of our geo-political
pressures and also, I hope, by virtue of our
past, our cultural inspiration and our desire to
help these countries develop. That is what I
mean when I say we are unrivalled partners.
You will say, Mr President, that this is the
foundation of our entire policy as regards the
third world, or at least a large part of the third
world. That is true. But it is particularly so as
regards the countries nearest to us, whose inde-
pendence, progress and peace have a direct
bearing on our future, as well as that of our
children and grandchildren.
That is why it is with these countries first and
foremost that we must establish very solid,
close, continuous, pernanent and, in many cases,
binding links which will associate our economies
and our future. Let there be no illusions, it
will not be easy. A programme of aid would
indeed be simple,r. But the important thing is
to integrate fundamental elements of economic
growth. As the memorandum the Egyptian Arab
Republic sent to the Community states, we
have to integrate a part of their economic
growth in our own economic zone.
So we must see how this task will fit into
the general pattern of our other policies, with-
out developin$ ourselves, and amid the under-
standable fears of our populations, workers and
commercial enterprises.
Such is our ambition, and the venture upon
which we are embarking is a great one. Mr
Lenihan is right in saying that it is not just
this country or that which is involved, but all
these neighbouring countries, which are some-
times g,rouped together and sometimes isolated.
Their peace will be our peace in the same way
as for five years our war was their war. Our
future is linked with theirs, they will prosper
only if we help them, but it is on this prosper-
ity that our own growth largely depends.
Such, then, is the great venture of which the
Euro-Arab dialogue is one manifestation. It
must correspond to a general desire and this
is why, Mr President, the Commission is so
pleased that this debate is taking place in Par-
liament today.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGer ald, Pr esident-rn-Of f ice of the C ouncil
of the European Communities. 
- 
Mr President,
what Mr Cheysson has just said covers so ably
and fully the ground relating to the Euro-Arab
dialogue that it does not leave me much to say
on that particular front other than to endorse
strongly what he has said. The concept of this
dialogue is founded on a real mutuality of inter-
ests, which is very strong because of our mutual
interdependence. It is a mutuality of interests
which perhaps is more strikingly evident to us
in the post-October '?3 period than before, but
which nonethelqss existed before and which has
been strengthened by those events.
These countries need our goods and services,
our technology, our help, to develop their eco-
nomies. We need their purchasing power in
respect of these goods and services in order to
maintain our economic development. It is on
that firm foundation that the Euro-Arab con-
cept is based, and that is why whatever hesita-
tions or delays or difficulties there may be at
this point, and whatever technical problems
there may be to overcome-and they will be
considerable, as Mr Cheysson has said-it is
certain in my view that this dialogue will prove
fruitful and beneficial to us and to them.
Several broader points, going beyond the ques-
tion of the Euro-Arab dialogue itself, were
raised in the debate. f seem to detect in what
a number of speakers have said the feeling that,
with regard to the political problem of the
Middle East, Europe has perhaps a greater r6le
to play than it has hitherto felt able or felt it
appropriate to play, a feeling that at this parti-
cular stage in the development of the situation
there, and following the breakdown of the efforts
being made by the American Secretary of State,
Europe could perhaps at this point seek a more
active r6le and do something useful on this
political front. I note these views which echoed
from several quarters of this Assembly and
will communicate them to my colleagues.
I note also the view expressed by Mr Behrendt
in particular, and I think also by other speakers,
that at the Geneva conference which is to take
place, there would be merit in the Community
being present and speaking with one voice,
rather than merely some members of the Com-
munity being there speaking on their own
account. This view also I shall communicate
to my colleagues and I will ask them to bear
it in mind, coming as it did from this thoughtful
debate in this House.
These were the points which sebmed to emerge
in the broader, political sphere, and which I
will take into account, as f have said. I think
the debate has been a useful one. It has been
a debate with necessary limitations which I
myself was forced to impose, because, as was
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pointed out, the reply I had to give on behalf
of my colleagues was not a very communicative
one. I think Mr Behrendt said that I nodded
when he said that my reply gave less infor-
mation than was in the papers. I didn't nod, Mr
President, I smiled. I should have been going
beyond my function as President to nod at that
poiat, but I think I am entitled to smile. The
debate was necessarily somewhat limited,
because of the stage at which it has taken place.
Nonetheless it is a useful debate at this stage,
and one the echoes from which will, I think,
influence the subsequent development of the
situation.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I have no motion for a resolution
on this debate.
The debate is closed.
Thank you, Mr FitzGerald and Mr Cheysson.
7. Oral question uith debate :
Triparttte conJerence with particr,pation of the
economic and ti,nance mr,ni,sters
President. 
- 
The next item is the oral question
with debate, put by Mrs Goutmann and Mr
Marras on behalf of the Communist and Allies
Group to the Council of the European Commun-
ities, on the tripartite conference with parti-
cipation of the economic and finance ministers
(Doc. 14/75).
It is worded as follows:
'At the tripartite conJerence held in Brussels on
16 December l9?4, the representatives of em-
ployees' trade union organizations suggested that
a second social conference be convened, during the
first half of 1975, on which occasion the economic
and finance ministers of the Community member
countries should also take part. The trade u4ion
organizations made this request because they
believe they should be consulted not only on
matters of employment management but also on
the economic and financial policies that actually
determine employment levels. This proposal and
the grounds on which it was based were supported
by the Italian and Irish minister.
The communiqu6 issued by the last meeting of
the Council of Ministers for social affairs makes
no reference to this trade union proposal.
Coutd the Council inform Parliament of its posi-
tion as regards ttris proposal and whether any
action has been taken to implement it?'
I caII Mr Marras to speak to the question.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, together with
other Members of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment, I had the honour last
December of attending the tripartite conference
organized in Brussels by the Council of Ministers
and chaired by the French Minister of Labour,
who was at that time Prqsident-in-Office of the
Council of Ministers. The trade union organ-
izations had been pressing for this conference
for a long time; our Group, too, urged in this
House that it should be convened, but proced-
ural difficulties led to its being postponed until
December.
Although the conference was somewhat improv-
ized it did achieve some positive results, since
it decided finally to convene the Standing Com-
mittee on Employment which had never met
since it was set up some years ago. The essence
of these discussions-which were also followed
closely by a delegation from Parliament which
was present as observer-was, in our opinion,
contained in a statement made to the Council
of Ministers, which was in charge of the con-
ference, by the trade union representatives,
particularly those of the CES-the European
trade union organization representing 37 million
workers: 'You invited us, gentlemen, and we
agreed to come and discuss unemployment prob-
lems. We cannot, however, restrict ourselves to
this; there are direct and indirect causes of
unemployment, and in our analysis we must go
further back and study not only the level of
unemployment and methods of combatting it,
but also the economic policies which lead to it.,
They then proposed that the Council of Min-
isters-not the Commission-should convene, in
the first half of 1975, a new and more thor-
oughly prepared tripartite conference to be
attended not only by the two sides of industry
and the ministers of labour, but also by the
economic and finance ministers.
The Council adopted a position on this request,
and at a personal level the Italian Minister
of Labour, Mr Toros, and the Irish Minister of
Labour supported the trade unions' proposals
The Irish Minister, Mr O'Leary, is now Pres-
ident-in-Office of the Council of Ministers for
Social Affairs, and we should be interested to
learn whether he later maintained the opinion
he expressed at the conference at the meetings
of the Council of Ministers for Social Affairs
over the last few months.
The first tripartite conference has thus had its
positive effects, and we have heard an inter-
esting report from Commissioner Hillery on the
subject-a report which presented the problems
in a highly concrete manner. But the major
result of the conference was the meeting on 17
February of the Standing Committee on Employ-
ment. I believe that there, too, there was talk
of convening an economic conference to be
attended not only by the ministers of labour of
the nine Member States, but also by the eco-
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nomic and finance ministers. It is, however, not
known whether the trade unions would be
invited to this meeting, and the purpose of the
question we have tabled is therefore to ask
whether the Council of Ministers has studied
the proposal made by the CES and whether
it intends to meet this request to any extent.
May we also ask whether or when this meeting
of the ministers of labour with the economic
and finance ministers will take place? We all
know-and I cannot of course deal with this
in my brief speech-the extent to which
unemployment within the Community has risen.
The latest statistics for March show that there
are well over 4 million unemployed, and we are
rapidly approaching the 5 million mark. The
Commission's report on trends in the social
situation rightly stresses that this is today the
most serious problem facing the Community,
and Mr O'Leary, the Irish Miaister of Labour
and President of the Council of Ministers for
Social Affair,s, has stated that the Community's
fate, its standing with our peoples, will be
judged more than anything else by the extent
to which it is able to tackle this enormous prob-
lem of the millions of unemployed-and the
figure is still rising.
'We feel that an open and direct discussion
between the Community authorities-the Coun-
cil and the Commission-and the two sides of
industry will contribute effectively towards
finding solutions to this urgent problem. We
know that the Commission has its own ideas and
that it has been working on translating them
into practical proposals during the last few
weeks. We are waiting to hear these proposals,
which will undoubtedly be positive in some re-
spects. We shall be giving our opinion in due
course, but a more direct contribution, a wider
participation of the two sides of industry- par-
ticularly of representatives of those groups of
workers which are most affected-will undoub-
tedly increase the originality and lead to greater
imagination and courage in the search for solu-
tions and ways of tackling the problem. We
warmly support a conference of the kind asked
for by the trade unions, and we feel that, in the
light of the experience gained in Brussels in
December, it woul'd turn out to be a good move
and would enable us to tackle this problem
adequately and, to some extent, to solve it.
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald, President-in-OfJice of the Counccl,
of the European Communities. 
- 
Mr President,
the answer to the question put to me is that the
Council has taken note of the suggestion put
forward to the Conference on 16 December 1974
regarding the organization oI a conference to be
attended by employment ministers, economic
and finance ministers and representatives of
the Commission and of management and labour.
The Council notes that within the Standing
Committee on Employment, which resumed its
activities on 17 February 1975, the Council, the
Commission and representatives of management
and labour have already started discussing the
principal problems connected with employment
policy. It is possible that the Council will also
hold a meeting of employment ministers and
economic and finance ministers in order to
examine the various aspects of the employment
situation in the Community. At this meeting
the Council couH also examine the question
of organizing the suggested conference.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Glinne to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.
Mr Glinne. 
- 
(F) Mr President, Iadies and
gentlemen, the Socialist Group considers the
proposal made by the Conf6d6ration Europ6enne
des Syndicats with a view to widening Euro-
pean government representation at a new tri-
partite conference on employment to be fullyjustified, and we approve the Oral Question
which is the subject of this debate.
Limiting the Council's presence to the ministers
for social affairs-whether they are known as
such or whether they are called ministers of
Iabour or ministers of employment and labour
-in fact reduces-perhaps deliberately-boththe importance of the meeting and the 'quality'
of the decisions it will have to take. Mr Pres-
ident, may I recall briefly my own personal
experience and say that very often-particularly
so in times of crisis-the ministers of labour
are the ministers of the unemployed, the sacked
and the rejects, while other ministers are
responsible for the creation of new jobs result-
ing from the combined impact of public pressure
and private initiative.
We therefore sincerely hope that the current
discussions in the Standing Committee on Em-
ployment will lead to this tripartite conference
with the additional participation of the econo-
mic and finance ministers. The meeting must
be held very soon at the leve1 desired by the
Conf6d6ration Europ6enne des Syndicats if, in
this particularly difficult period, the Commun-
ity's economic and social policy is to be formul-
ated in a way that can be appreciated by the
vast masses of workers.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Nyborg to speak on be-
half of the European Progressive Democrats.
Sitting of Wednesday, 9 April 19?b 11r
Mr Nyborg. 
- 
(DK) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Italian Minister of Lalcour, Mr
Toros, and the Irish President of the Council
and Minister of Labour, Mr O'Leary, are both in
favour of conveniag a tripartite meeting of the
two sides of industry and the economic and
finance ministers, in order to improve coordina-
tion between employment and the economy. At
the recent Summit in Dublin, the Belgian prime
Minister, Mr Tindemans, tried to initiate a
discussion on the economic and social situation
within the Community. He presented a docu-
ment on unemployment and a more flexible
utilization of the Social Fund. This document
proposed enlarged meetings of the Council, with
the participation of the finance, economic, social
affairs and labour ministers, and a discussion
on each sector of industry between management
and labour and the public authorities. Since
there was not enough time at the Dublin Sum-
mit to discuss this document, it was sent for
discussion in the Council of Finance Ministers.
Even if the finance ministers agree to hold ajoint meeting with the ministers of labour, they
are clearly not in favour of such a meeting with
representatives of the two sides of industry.
I support the request for a joint meeting
between the finance and labour ministers, with
the full participation of labour, management
and the Commission. It is only right that the
employees should hear us when decisions on
measures in this field are being taken. In con-
clusion, however, I should like to express a
certain doubt about the practioal results of this
conference, and I .must warn strongly against
disregarding the danger that this conference
may lead to other moves being held up in
expectation of the result of the proposed tri-
partite conference. This woutd achieve precisely
the opposite of what was intended, by delaying
the implementation of effective measures to
reduce unemployment in the Community.
The situation is so serious that I feel that no
avenue to improvement must be left unexplored.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Girardin.
Mr Girardin. 
- 
(I) Ladies and gentlemen. I
must express my support for the proposal made
by the trade unions at the tripartite conJerence
on December 16 in Brussels. I too attended this
conference, and I must say that the spirit behind
the request seemed to me to be completely justi-
fied. The trade unions are in fact asking for talks
not only with those responsible, at national and
European levels, for the individual sectors, but
also those who are responsible for a more closely
coordinated policy at both these levels. We, for
our part, have always insisted that the social
policy should not be considered an end in itself,but should be coordinated with the regional,
financial and industrial policies in particular. It
is clear that this coordination must be achieved
not only at organizational, but at policy level. In
this context I should remind you that, at the
meetings of the Standing Committee on Employ-
ment, we have asked-and this is also the
subject of a question of which I am one of the
signatories--for some Members of this parlia-
ment, or at least for some members of the Com-
mittee on Social Affairs and Employment, to be
included in this standing committee, so that
there can also be coordination on the subjects
which are being discussed there. I feel that this,
too, is worth stressing in support of the request
made by the trade union organizations at the
conference on 16 December last.
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald,, Presid.ent-in-OtJice oJ the Coun-
cil of the European Communtties. 
- 
Mr presi-
dent, I cannot add very much to what I said in
my former reply. I have listened to the debate
with interest. I note the concern expressed bothfor a joint meeting of finance and social or
labour ministers, and also for this wider con-
ference. I understand that the finance ministers
who will be meeting on 21 April will consider
this matter and I would personally hope that on
that occasion agreement can be reached on ajoint meeting of the finance and labour or social
ministers to consider the matters which have
been raised here.
On the question of the conference of the social
partners, this matter has been raised but it is
not one on which a decision has yet been taken.Of course if this joint meeting takes place, it
would be a very appropriate forum in which to
consider that suggestion. In the meantime, excel-
lent work is being undertaken in the Standing
Committee on Employment, the results of which
would be available both to the joint meeting of
finance and labour or social ministers, if it takes
place in the reasonably near future, and to any
conference of the wider kind which has been
mentioned here, if such a conference were called.But I cannot prejudge the decisions on these
matters. They will be taken by the Council of
Ministers, the finance and l,abour ministers inthe-I hope-near future.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Marras.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(I) Mr President, I should just
like to say that the statement made by the
President-in-Office of the Council of Ministers
appears to me to be somewhat evasive, even
though it is completely negative with regard to
our question.
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He stated that the ministers of finance and
Iabour wiII be meeting on 21 April, and that the
possibility of convening a tripartite conference
with the two sides of industry would be discus-
sed again then. I would point out that not only
our Group-although it represents a large pro-
portion of the workers in the Europe of the Nine
-but also prominent spokesmen of the twolargest Groups in this Parliament, the Socialist
and the Christian-Democratic Groups, have also
shown that they appreciate the need for this
conference. The assessment of its usefulness,
largely shared by this Parliament, should ther+
fore be borne in mind by the Council of Min-
isters when it is discussing the question.
President. 
- 
The debate on this item is closed.
Thank you, Mr FitzGera1d.
8. Oral questions uith debote:
C o op er ation a g r e efiLent s
President. 
- 
The next item is the joint debate
on the two oral questions with debate put by
Mr Jahn and others to the Council and the Com-
mission of the European Communities (Docs.
9/75 and 10175).
The question to the Council is worded as fol-
lows: i
'Subject : Cooperation agreements
The Council is requested to answer the following
questions:
l. Which Member States have concluded coopera-
tion agreements with third countries during
1973 and 1974?
2. What is the substance of these agleements?
3. How many cooperation agreements were con-
cluded during the same period between private
undertakings in the Member States and under-
takings in third countries?
4. What opportunities does the Council see for
exerting a coordinating influence, at Commu-
nity level, on the form of these agreements?'
The question to the Commission is worded as
follows:
'Subject : Cooperation agreements
The Commission is requested to answer the fol-
lowing questions:
1. Which Member States concluded cooperation
agreements with third countries during 1973
and 1974?
2. What is the substance of tJrese agreements?
3. How many cooperation agreements were con-
cluded during the same period between private
undertakings in the Member States and under-
takings in third countries?
4. What information can the Commission give on
the substance of these private cooperation
agreements?
5. What steps has the Commission taken to exert
a coordinating influence on the form of these
agteements?'
I call Mr Jahn.
Mr Jahn. 
- 
{D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the question of cooperation agree-
ments is once again under discussion in this
House. Many of you may rightly ask whether,
after the debate in February on the report
drawn up by Mr Klepsch and myself on the
problem of trade relations betweeen East and
West, there can by any justification for again
debating this nevertheless very important
aspect of the Community's foreign trade rela-
tions.
May I begin by saying briefly why my colleague
and I have submitted these questions to the
Counci'l and the Commission. As you know, the
term cooperation agreements embraces two dif-
ferent features which have developed particu-
larly in trade between East and West, but also
increasingly in trade with the countries of the
Near and Middle East. The first type of coopera-
tion agreement is the agreement directly
between states, designed to promote bilateral
economic cooperation.
Nearly alt the Member States have concluded
such agreements with the state trading coun-
tries in Eastern Europe and I do not believe
vr'e can be very happy about this state of affairs.
On many occasions my colleagues and I, as well
as Members of other Groups, have emphasized
the dangers which these agreements present to
the development of a common commercia'l
policy. I should like to refer you to the state-
ment on this subject made by Mr Klepsch and,
in particular, to the report by Mr Klepsch which
I have just mentioned.
Today, Mr President, we must direct our atten-
tion to the second kind of cooperation agree-
ment i.e. deals at the level of private under-
takings between East and West, and even the
Near East. Experts consider cooperation agree-
ments of this kind to be a means of strengthe-
ning economic relations which augurs well for
the future because joint production of compo-
nents, exchange of programmes and product
innovation may help to compensate for the
structural deficiences in trade between Western
and Eastern Europe. In principle, I do not be-
Iieve-and I am sure that a large number of
Members share this view-that there can be
any objections to these developments, which are
proof of the flexibility and inventiveness of
private undertakings in the West.
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Cooperation between undertakings is, however,
in no way a product of bilateral cooperation
agreements between states. It is rather that the
states give their blessing to these agreements
after the event. I should like to quote the rele-
vant passage from the German-Soviet Agree-
ment of October f974. I could equally well have
quoted the corresponding French agreement.
The text is the same: 'The High Contracting
Parties shall, as far as possible, support initia-
tives designed to develop industrial cooperation,
including joint production, between their
various organizations and undertakings'. I stress
the phrase: 'including joint production, between
their various organizations and undertakings'.
'For this purpose they shall take measures
within their competenoe to facilitate the condi-
tions in which such cooperation can be realized'.
It is thus quite clear, ladies and gentlemen,
that even cooperation between undertakings no
longer stems from open competition among bid-
ders in the Community. Instead, the individual
states intervene with aid to encourage such co-
operation, i.e. from the Community viewpoint,
they falsify the conditions of competition.
In the short term this may be advantageous for
individual states. But by granting interest sub-
sidies and other preferential treatment on a
national and uncoordinated basis the states can
only damage themselves in the long run. Accor-
ding to information supplied by the Federal
German Government there are already 160 to
180 such cooperation agreements between under-
takings in the Federal Republic and state-
trading countries, and 500 to 600 between under-
takings in the Community and state-trading
countries.
Let me make it quite clear: national promotion
of international cooperation between under-
takings can only be damaging if it is not co-
ordinated, and damages not only the states them-
selves but, Sir Christopher Soames, above all
destroys the basis of a common commercial
policy.
What can be done about it?
As you know, since 24 JuIy 1974 we have had
an instrument with the help of which the Com-
mission should be able to produce coordinated
action in this field. In the Council decision of
that date Member States were put under an
obligation to inform the Commission of mea-
sures which could have an effect on trade. I
stress the word 'could'. I hope, therefore, that
the Commission will not reply today that it is
not sure whether agreements between under-
takings, in specific cases, have any effect on
trade. I believe that, on the basis of the Council
decision of 24 July 1974, the Commission must
make sure that it is informed of these agree-
ments.
The Commission mrxt not, of course, be satis-
fied with the simple collection of information.
We expect it to make proposals to promote co-
operation between undertakings at Community
level under coordinated conditions.
To sum up, we welcome cooperation between
undertakings in the Community and under-
takings in third countries. I repeat 'undertakingsin the Community and undertakings in third
countries'. We are opposed, however, to uncon-
trolled and uncoordinated measures at national
level to promote cooperation. We therefore
demand bold measures from the Commission to
guarantee that such cooperation is encouraged
in the true interests of the Community. /
IN THE CHAIR: MR MARTEN;
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr FitzGerald.
Mr FitzGerald, Presid,ent-in-Otfice of the
Council of the European Communities. 
- 
Most
of the Member States have concluded one or
more cooperation agreements with third coun-
tries during 1973 and 1974. Owing to their
varied nature, its is very difficult to define the
substance of these agreements. However, it can
be said that these agreements, generally
described as economic, industrial and scientific
cooperation agreements, usually establish a legal
framework enabling the parties to determine by
corlmon accord the fields where cooperation
seems desirable.
These agreements are aimed less at creating
specific means of action than at defining and
stimulating initiatives which, in the last resort,
must generally be taken by private under-
takings. The extent to which these agreements
provide detailed arrangements varies consider-
ably according to the circumstances. Some of
them are no more than a general statement
of the willingness of the parties to encourage
cooperation. Others contain a list of the oper-
ations likely to be carried out, with a reference
in certain cases to the undertakings involved in
the cooperation projects. Pursuant to Commun-
ity regulations, the Member States inform each
other only of commitments entered into and
measures taken or envisaged by their authorities.
Therefore the Council has no inforrnation con-
oerning the specific operations of private under-
takings.
By its decision of 22 July 1974 setting up a
consultation procedure for cooperation agree-
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ments, on which the European Parliament was
consulted, the Council provided the Commun-
ity with the means of forming, through
exchanges of information which may be fol-
lowed by consultation, an accurate idea of the
content and operation of the agreements
envisaged or signed by the Member States.
So far there have been several meetings of
the select committee set up by this decision.
After a running-in period, devoted primarily
to examining whether the agreements, commit-
ments and measures were compatible with the
common policies, and in particular with the
corunon commercial policy, work should be
directed increasingly towards the objectives
mentioned in paragraph (b) of Article 3 of the
aforementioned decision, that is, towards the
identification of problems of common concern
and the goordination of the action of the Member
States in respect of the third countries in
question.
Preident. 
- 
I call Sir Christopher Soames.
Sir Christopher Soames, Vice-President oJ the
Commission of the European Communities. 
-Mr President, I thank Mr Jahn for this question
and for giving me the opportunity of speaking
to Parliament today on this important subject.
I agree with him very much o'n the importance
of this whole question of cooperation agree-
ments, of the benefit that could be derived by
the Community as a whole and by individual
member countries concluding these, and also of
the dangers involved.
Mr Jahn's que.stion contains five points, the first
relating to the Member States which have
concluded cooperation agreements in 1973-1974.
This the President-in-Office of the Council has
answered.
Most of these agreements have been concluded
with East European countries, a smaller num-
ber with oil-producing countries; and the Com-
mission is, of course, prepared to provide the
appropriate parliamentary committee with a list
of the agreements concluded over the period.
This list would be based on information which
the Commission has received since the Council
took its decision last July on the proposal of
the Commission, to which the honourable Mem-
ber referred, concerning any cooperation agree-
ments that Member States might be concluding
with third countries.
On the second point-Mr Jahn's question rela-
ting to the content of these agreements-I would
Iike to say a little more than what the Fresident
of the Council has just said. It is true that
important elements in the texts of these agree-
ments, usually in the preamble, are essentially
political in character. Now these declarations
of good will, references to the principle of good-
neighbourliness and so on are generally limited
merely to a restatement of the traditional
friendly links between the countries concerned'
As the President said, the agreements sometimes
inctude lists of cooperation projects or lists of
sectors which might be the subject of further
cooperative action. The agreements may also
contain some-indication of the forms which the
partners foresee that industrial cooperation
could take, for example joint ventures, long-
term production and research agreements, co-
operation in marketing, and that kind of thing.
Meanwhile, in cases where specific undertakings
are envisaged under the agreements they have
been included in special protocols. These, like
other governmental undertakings which are not
actual agreements, are also submitted to the
normal Community consultational procedures. I
agree with the honourable gentleman that it
is essential that they be so submitted. These
agreements contain general formulae on the
financing of cooperation projects, and as my
colleague Mr Gundelach pointed out in the
debate on this subject in December of last year,
these formulae stipulate merely that both part-
ners will provide the most favourable conditions
for financing within the framework of their
respective regulations. They enter into no
precise commitments on the terms of fi-
nancing. There have also, however, been cases in
which additional protocols have gone into
greater detail concerning the provision of export
credits, and these have passed through the Com-
munity's consultational procedure. In this con-
nection, as Parliaments knows, an international
discipline is at present under discussion between
the leading credit-giving nations-that is, the
Community, the IJnited States and Japan 
- 
and
we hope that we shall soon be able to establish
a kind of gentleman's agreement for such
an international discipline agreed by all in order
that the Western industrialized world does not
indulge in cut-throat competition in trying to
give credit and get seduced into giving credit
on ever better terms, particularly to countries
seeking it.
The President mentioned the legal framework
which the agreements usually create for the
purpose of carrying on a dialogue concerning the
possibilities of further economic cooperation.
This framework often takes a form of a joint
commission, which meets once or twice a year;
representatives of private industry on the
Western side and of state enterprises on the
Eastern side often take part in these meetings
or in the preparation af them.
As to the length of these agreements, usually
they provide for a duration of ten years; in a
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number of cases supplementary five-year agrEe-
ments have also been concluded within the
framework of the ten-year agreement.
Of course, it sometimes happens that formulae
are put forward in draft agreements which come
very near to touching upon what are in effect
strictly commercial matters. It is very difficult
always to draw the line-it isn't just a matter
of black and white, as between a cooperation
agreement on the one hand and a trade agree-
ment on the other. In the interests of the Com-
muni,ty, we have to be very watchful that these
do not run the one into the other. Normally
these dangers are eliminated in the course
of the consultation procedure, and I must say
experience has shown us that this has been pos-
sible. I think the Commu,nity has benefited from
what has already been done through the consul-
tation procedure in these past few months. In
a few cases, the examination of these formulae
or written statements is still going on with Mem-
ber States, and on this it is vital that the Com-
mission and the Member States engage together
in a serious effort to sustain Community solida-
rity and resist the efforts of third countries (who
sometimes offer very considerable temptations
to Member States) to obtain undertakings which
could in any way erode Community confidencein respect of our common commercial policy.
And I would say to any country that thinks it
can do this that, as experience has shown of the
intimate relationship between,the Commission
on the one hand and the Member States on
the other through this consultational procedure,
we will not have it. We have shown that we
will not have it.
I would like to take the third, fourth and fifth
poiats in Mr Jahn's question together since they
all relate to private agreements, but I will not
go into great detail because the President has
already said something of them. As far as agree-
ments or contracts undertaken by private firms
are concerned, rather like the President-in-
Office I fear that I can say little or nothing about
them because Member States are under no obli-
gation in this respeot to provide the Commission
with information about them any more than
they are about any other private contract. It is,
of course, true that there exist some hundreds
of private agreements or contracts which might
be regarded as coming undelthe generic term
of industrial and technical cooperation agree-
menrts. But the Member States' governments
themselves are not always aware of all these
private contracts.
Another difficulty is that of definition. The UN
Economic Commission for Europe did a study
recently on this and pointed out that a numbel
of agreements which are really no more than
sales contracts are given rthe name of cooperation
agreement, because it is a sort of in'-phrase, it's
a fashionable expression to use. And it sounds
more sexy perhaps if you call it a cooperation
agreement as opposed to a straight sales con-
tract. A pity perhaps, but that is the world in
which we live. Thus, a contract for the sale of a
factory, which would previously have been
nothing more than an ordinary sales contact, is
called a cooperation agreement !
So I am afraid that we in the Commission could
not even try to estimate the total zums involved
in what are in effect straight sales contracts. But
it is important not to exaggerate the impor-
tance of these private cooperation agreements.
I do not underestimate their importance, but I
do not think either that we ought to exaggerate
it. There are certainly a lot of them, but
although it is difficult to give precise figures, the
estimates of experts concerning the proportion
of the total trade between Wesrtern and Eastern
Europe which results from private industrial
cooperation puts the figure at no more than
about 5 per csnt for 1975.
Some information about private cooperation is
available to the Commission as a consequence of
the implementation programmes which certain
Member S,tates have negotiated with some of the
East European countries, especially with the
Soviet Union and with Polarnd. The Commission
has received information about the contents for
some of these programmes. But in other cases
Member States have been slightly unwilling, we
have found, to communicate them because firms
are often mentioned by name in these contracts
and the principle of commercial confidentiality is
involved. On this point we in the Commission
believe that Member States and the Commission
should study ,together the various economic
sectors covered by cooperatiom agreements, and
that in this exercise, and as part of it, the general
tendencies and significance of the multiplicity
of private deals should not be neglected.
To sum up, Mr President, despite its teething
troubles, the procedure of consultation, to which
the h<xnourable Member referred has cer,tainly
succeeded in helping to define a Community line
inthe field which it covers. And the Committee
on Cooperation Agreements is now engaged in
a systematic exanrination of the agreements
which have been made wi,th various third coun-
trie.s. The key to successful Community actionin ,this field is information, more information,
earlier informatiqn, more continuous information
at all stages of a negotiation, and information
about govertmental measures which are inten-
ded to give effect to cooperation agreemernts.
And as the honourable gentleman so wisely
said, what might perhaps seem at first blush
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to be of some short-term advantage to a parti-
cular Member State often in the end does not
prove so if it militates against the interests
of the Community as a whole.
Sir, the Commission is satisfied that general'ly
speaking the procedure that we have estab-
lished is the right one and that it has begun to do
its work ; and now we must see to it that we
all get from it the advantages which it was
created to secure. I am most grateful to the
honourable Member for having given me this
opportunity of reporting on it to Parliament
at this stage.
(Applause)
President. 
-r I call Mr Lange to speak on behalfof the Socialist Group.
Mr Lange. 
- 
(D) Mr President, Iadies and
gentlemen, Sir Christopher's reply seems to
imply a certain amount of hope, but it also
contains a number of reservations. Parliament
has always attached great importance to the
principle that external economic relations-I
stress external economic relations i.e. not only
trade relations in the classical sense-should be
conducted according to the Commu'nity system
However, if some Member States are still reluc-
tant to give information on certain types of
eooperation agreements, it is natural to suspect
that something is happening which is not com-
pletely in line with the principles of Commun-
ity policy.
Therefore, following the replies made by the
President-in-Office of the Council, Mr Fitz-
Gerald, and by Sir Christopher Soames, we
once again implore ,the Commission and the
Council to raise with all the Member States
the application of the Community system to all
questions of external economic relations. I mean
that any cooperation going beyond the borders
of the Community must be subject to the Com-
munity system, even if it involves private firms.
Of course private firms should conclude agree-
ments and cooperate with other firms, but they
should not receive from their national govern-
ments any special benefits which create ine-
qualities of competition for the Community
and for undertakings in the Community as a
result of cooperation beyond the Community's
borders. This type of agreement, too, should
thus be brought within the Community system,
although I freely admit that this is extremely
difficult.
We would therefore be grateful, Sir Christopher,
if the Commission would work along these lines.
I believe that you yourself certainly intend to
do so-that was evident from your speech-but
evert greater efforts are necessary and I hope
that the comments made on this subject by
Members of this Parliament will help you to
make some headway vis-d-vis ,those Member
States which are rather reluctant to cooperate
with the Commission in this field.
We would thus be grateful if, despite the faot
that ten-year agreements with extensions-state
cooperation agreements-are gerrerally con-
cluded on a bilateral basis, all these agreements
could in the foreseeable future be made subject
to the Community system, as trade agreements
have been.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr De Clercq to speak on
behalf of the Liberal amd Allies Group.
Mr De Clercq. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, having heard ,the answers given by
the President-in-Office of the Council and the
Vice-President of the Commission to Mr Jahn's
question I should Iike to make a few remarks.
Since 1 January 1973 the EEC has been con-
ducting a corrunon commercial policy on the
basis of Article 113 of the EEC Treaty. trt is
therefore the Community as such which negotia-
tes on c.ommercial agreements involving tariffs
and quotas. It was probably felt that this would
increase the international prestige of the EEC.
The Nine as a whole do, after all, form the
most importamt tradirng partner in the world.
The Community's reputation has not, however,
grown as much as was hoped since tariff con-
cessions have become commonplace throughout
the world following ,the GATT negotiations in
1966 and the general application of the most
favoured nation clause. The problem is, there-
fore, no longer the same as it was and 1 January
1973 can thus not be regarded as a red-letter day
in the history of the EEC.
Trade agreements continue to play a secondary
r6le in our new eccvnomic relatiorns with coun-
tries of the third world. The Eastern European
countries and the third world, who are our
most impontant trade partners, since they supply
tts with great quantities of raw materials vital
to our economy, are no longer striving exclu-
sively for trade agreements and the abolition of
quota restrictions.
These courrtries are nowadays primarily ccrn-
cerned with acquiring the equipment necessary
to get industrialization under way, and ensurfurg
that optimal use is made of their natural resour-
ces. The best example of this is Iran, which by
1985 will be one of the ten most highly indus-
trialized cormtries in the world, and which with
this in mi,nd has acquired a major holding in
Eurodif.
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(trade agreement' is being carefully avoided,
and it is preferred to call them industrial agree-
ments or industrial cooperation agreements, etc.
One thing, however, is certain: whether con-
cluded on a national or a private basis, aII the
agreements are regarded as ,a means of influ-
encing trade between the various countries. All
forms of cooperation agreements are intended
to affect trade, so that they also come within
our ambit.
I was pleased to hear the answers given by
the President-in-Office of the Council and Sir
Christopher Soames. I recognize that the infor-
mation and consultation procedure set up is the
only possible course of action at the present
stage. When faced with a problem one must first
' of all take stock of the situation, estimate how
many cards the ptlayers could have up their
sleeves and then proceed to tackle the problem.
But we have already heard from Sir Christopher
Soames and others that the consultation and
information procedure does not cover certain
matters, i.e. questions of the granting of credit,
financing etc., which are, of course, particularly
important in cooperatio,n agreements of this
kind, whether concluded on a national or private
basis.
I therefore feel that if we take a longer-term
view of the matter we shall find that the con-
sultation and information procedure introduced,
a step moreover which must be taken at this
stage, will prove inadequate and that we shall
have to work out a real Community policy
covering the contents of the national or private
cooperation agreements actually made, so that
we will be in a position to implement agree-
ments of this kind to the advantage of all
Member States. This should not, however, be
taken as a proposal that we should set up a
vast bureaucratie machinery. What I am pro-
posing is that we should evolve a common view
of a matter which is relevant to the Commu-
nity and should therefore be decid'ed by the
Commission and other Community institutions,
and also come to a common agreement on fields
in which the individual countries and companies
in the 
'individual countries may operate freely.
Trade is a living thing which develops rapidly.
It must therefore have freedom of movement.
But we must also observe the rules within the
Common Market to which we have committeC
ourselves, and I can only welcome the Commis-
sion's efforts to date and urge it to continue in
its attempts to evolve a real common policy
regarding cooperation which is, after all, a part
of the greater whole which we call trade re[a-
tions. Lastly, I should just like to ask Sir
Christopher Soames to explain a linguistic pro-
blem, namely, the difference between 'com-
mercial policy 'and 'trade policy'?
(The speaker continued zn Engli.sh)
I never understood it. You speak about a trade
balance, not a commercial balance. You speak
about a trade deficit or about a trade agreement,
but you speak also about commercial policy and
trade policy. I would appreciate being enlight-
ened on that subject.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Jahn.
Mr Jahn. 
- 
(D) Mr Prasident, I should like to
thank the President of the Council, Mr Eitz-
Gerald, and the Vice-President of the Com-
mission, Sir Christopher Soames. But I must also
thank all the Members in other Groups who have
spoken on ,this question. I see that we are all
concerned and agreed that there should be
consultation even on cooperation between under-
takings. This will be very difficult, as Sir
Christopher Soames has show'n so clearly, but if
even today large firms are concerned at national
levdl that their market positions in third coun-
tries may be endangered by cooperation agree-
ments concluded by their competitions, it is evi-
dent that the problems at national level will soon
be followed by immense problems at Commun-
ity level. For this reason-a,nd I was particularly
pleased with what you said, Sir Christopher-we
should ,try to extend the consultations which
have begun so weII to include certain areas of
agreement between large firms entailing vast
sums of money and which sometimes widely
sidestep governmental foreign trade agreements.
We know what has been'happening recently in
this respect. I should like to urge that we exa-
mine future possibilities, once we have gained
some experience with the procedure set up on
24 July for i,nterstate cooperation agreements,
of working together with the Commission to
develop gradually a procedure to cover coopera-
tion agreements between undertakings.
President. 
- 
I have no motion for a resolution
on this debate.
The debate is closed.
Thank you, Sir Christopher Soames.
9. Decisr,on on a progranln1e on radioactiue
waste managernent and storage
President. 
- 
The ,next item is the debate on
the report, drawn up by Mr Nod on behalf of
the Committee on Public Health and the Envi-
ronment, cvn the proposal from the Commis-
sion of the European Communities to the Council
Sitting of Wednesday, I April-r*
De Clercq
The cooperation agreement with France is
mainly concerned with the construction of
nuclear power plants, which may perhaps appear
a lirttle odd for one of the greatest oil-producing
countries in the world.
Article 113 is clearly limited. It takes no account
of the fact that the world is constantly changing.
The principale is good, but i,ts application is
defective. A static appioach to this problem
could be dangerous, since our sense of unity
would soon suffer and a bitter competitive
struggle could arise with each of the nine Mem-
ber States trying to win the orders for itself.
And we know very well what this would mean
for our prestige. It would ruin the image of the
Common Market. And this competition is all
the more tikely in that what is principally at
stake is the supply of raw materials at a time
when the economic situation is extremely
delicate. We only need to think back to the
competitive bidding for these products that
went on in 1973. The authors of the Treaties
included this Article 113 because they clearly
regarded international competition as a possible
source of discord in the Common Market.
This was in fact confirmed at the end of the
60's when there was a sudden surge of
enthusiasm in the EEC for participation in the
motor industry of the Soviet Union. The way
this was done can be described as virtually
involving r.mfair competition.
To return, however, to Mr Jahn's question. A
new chapter in international trade is beginning
which the authors of 
.the EEC Treaty 20 years
ago could not have foreseeur. There is also the
damger 'that certain countries or undertakings
will use the cooperation agreements as a way
of avoiding their obligatiorns under Article 113.
We consequently feel that the procedures provi-
ded for inr the Treaty should be adapted or
perhaps evern revised so that we will be in a
position to cope with the new situation. The
Commission lost no time in submittingextremely
precise proposals in October 1973. In July 19?4
the Council took a decision, which for once was
perfectly urambiguous, establishing a procedurefor the exchange of information between the
Member States in the event of cooperation agree-
ments, in order to avoid situations which could
disrupt the Common policy. Before they are
finally signed, the initialled texts have to be
submitted ,to the Commissiour and the Member
States who, if they feel they conflict with the
approved principles, may request that they be
discussed iur the Council.
This is an important decision, but we think,
nevertheless, that we must continue rapidly
along the road we have taken, since the fear of
a possible disintegration of the EEC in this ..-
and in many other fields, is at present very
real. The best thing would be to revise the
Treaty, but this is probably utopian at the
moment. More promising in my view, would
be to invoke Article 235 of the Treaty. Since
the 1972 Paris Summit every convinced Euro-
pean associates progress in the construction of
the Community with the ,application of this
Article, which permits the exercise of a power
not provided for in the Treaty if this is necessary
to attaim one of the objectives of the Treaty.
This is clearly relevant in the case we.are con-
sidering today. The commo,n commercial policy
is explicitly mentioned as an objective in the
Treaty of Rome. The objective therefore exists,
but unfortu,nately there is no specific means of
preventing Member States from concluding
cooperation agreements in a disorderly and
random fashion. This gap can be filled on the
basis of Article 235 which allows the adoption
of a regul,atiorr designed to solve this problem
in general terms, thereby representing a useful
addition to the common commercial policy. We
would therefore regard this as a significant
contribution both to this important sector and
to this facet of the construction of Europe.
President. 
- 
I ca,ll Mr Knud Thomsen to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Mr Knud Thomsen. 
- 
(DK) Mr President, the
subject brought up by Mr Jahn and his col-
leagues is one which not only interests me
personally, inasmuch as I am dealing with a
similar matter on behalf of the Committee on
External Economic Relations, but also the Euro-
pean Conservative Group on beha,lf of which
I am speaking.
I see the question put by Mr Jahn and his col-
leagues as a sign of a certain uneasiness, a
feeling that we in the Community do urot quite
know where we stand with the many cooperation
agreements which have been concluded, on the
one ha,nd because marny of them have been
made with the state trading countries and on the
other because the oil crisis has caused a sharp
increase in the number of cooperation agree-
ments concluded.
The ground has already been so wel,I covered
that I carn now be very brief in explaining my
Group's attitude. Our view of Article 113 and
the influence of the Community is, I believe,
the same as that put forward by Mr Lange on
behalf of his Group, namely as an article dealing
with something quite different from usual, run-
of-the.mill trade agreements. In our discussions
of cooperation agreements here today the term
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for a decision on a programme on radioactive
waste management and storage (Doc. 23175).
I call Mr Nod.
Mr Noi, rapporteur. 
- 
(l) Mr President, Mr
Commissioner, ladies and gentlemen, at the end
of the day we come back to some of the subjects
which were rapidly dealt with during Question
Time. My report ties up with two other reports
in progress, one by Mr Mriller on the safety
of nuclear power stations and another by Mrs
Walz on the choice of sites for nuclear power
stations. As you aII know, the problems dealt
with by these three reports are of great topical
interest. At the end of my speech I shall ask for
all this preparatory work---+tow better dealt with
sector by sector-to be covered by a later sum-
mary report.
To pass on to the problem of the handling and
storage of radioactive waste. The problem is
not insoluble. First of arll, let us see where this
radioactive waste is produced. It is produced
not so much in the nuclear power stations,
where radioactive waste is relatively small, as
in the fuel processing plants. Waste in nuclear
power stations comes either from the cooling
water or from the gases formed in the coolant
circuits. As the water circulates in tubes which
pass near places exposed to radiation it becomes
partially irradiated and must therefore b€
purified to eliminate its radioactive content,
after which part of the water may be recycled
to rivers. I say 'part' because this water usually
circulates in closed circuits. The gases formed
in the coolant circuits like air bubbles in
heating radiators are also partially irradiated
and so before being vented to the air are
passed through filters which retain a per-
centage of this harmful part, which is set aside'
So only a small part of the da,ngerous waste
to be processed is produced in nuclear power
stations.
Most of the waste, as I said earlier, comes from
the fuel re-processing plants. What are these
plants? This is where the spent fuel is brought
from the various nuclear power stations after
about three years, this being the utilization time
of the fuel in a power station.
There are not many of these plants. In Europe
we have one in Brittany, one already in opera-
tion, near Karlsruhe, one in the United Kingdom,
a small experimental one-Eurex-in Italy, and
one-Eurochemie-in Belgium which at the
moment is closed. So there are only three
plants operational in Europe. I say this in order
to show that this is a Community problem ;
it is not necessary for each country to have its
own processing plant. I also feel obliged to
explode the myth which arose last year about
the creation of atomic centres by concentrating a
large number of ,nuclear power stations at one
spot and adding a processing plant. This is not
possible because it would not be easy for a
single processing plant to serve a large number
of power stations in one atomic centre. The
used fuel has to be transported from the power
stations to the processing plants: there is
unfortunately no way round this. I spoke of a
period of about three years, but the more modern
techniques tend to supply a nudlear power
station with a third of its total fuel requirements,
so that every year a third is removed after use.
This means one journey per year from the
power station producing electrical energy to the
processing plant, where this fuel is placed in a
nitric bath which gives off radioactive vapourrs
and gases. At this point, I strongly condemn
the fact that at the present time the three
existing plants, which havg so far operated in
a Iimited way, discharge these gase.s to the
atmosphere. This practice can certainly not be
allowed in future. Filters must also be used in
this case.
The big problem, however, is that these fuel
waste baths result in very dangerous radioactive
products-such as discharge water, which is
more or less like that of the power stations, or
the boots of the staff working in these plants
and we are examining this question. Of these
irradiated products a very small percentage,
from 0,5 to 1o/0, consist of actinides, that is, of
plutonium or of transplutonium materials whose
radioaotive life is very long, say about 500 000
years.
It is this small percentage that gives us so much
concern. The rest, 99 or 99.50/0, has a shorter life
of about 500 years.
The Commissions's proposals aim-and they are
for this reason praiseworthy in my opinion-
at giving us more information enabling us to
deal with hazardous materials. Until today
there were only a few power stations and the
problem could be solved by placing this waste
in thick doublejacketed stainless steel con-
tainers and leaving them on the spot. But as the
time is coming when the growing number of
nuclear power stations will considerably i'ncrease
the volume of this waste, we have to find other
solutions. As a main solution, the Commission
has brought to our attention the possibility of
placing alt the waste, or only that portion of
the 0.5o/o constituting the greatest hazard, i'nto
geological formations capable of keeping and
storing them for centuries.
What characteristics must these geological for-
mations possess? They must not be able to
wash away these materials and so must be
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impervious geological masses. Attention has been
concentrated arou,nd salt mines (which are im-
pervious to water) in the north of Germany or to
very extensive granite formations such as those
to be found in Brittany.
One of these formations is near The Hague
where a processing plant is in operation. This
would have the big advantage of doing away
with the journeys needed to deposit spent fuel.
Finally, in my own country, we have clay. Clay
is impervious and in large concentrations pre-
vents eluviation.
Out of 20 million u.a. the Commission has allo-
cated twelve million, in other words, the greater
part, to the study of ,these geological formations
and has provided for three programmes, one
on salt mines, one on granite and a third on
clay. I know a little about the programme on
clay at present being carried out in Ita1y near
Rotondella, where the minerological nature of
clay is under study. They have begun carrying
out comprehensive tests on imperviousness,
sinking wells into which water is introduced by
means of pressure so as to establish the overall
degree of perviousness not of a small piece of
clay but of a complete formation. Tests have
also been carried out on heat transmission
because-this is one thing I have not yet men-
tioned- one problem is that stored radioactive
waste develops heat. I imagine that the same
studies on the transmissibility of heat are being
carried out in France on granite concentrations
so as to establish how far away the storage
sites must be placed from each other to prevent
the heat generated from exerting a cumulative
effect. These studies will be continued to a
depth of 200 metres in order to observe the same
processes on a more macroscopic level.
In the past weeks I have learned that more
detailed studies than I had imagined have also
been carried out ior a field which may still seem
speculative. Plans are being made to launch
radioactive waste, especially the long-lived
kind, into space by means of rockets. In fact,
the short-lived kind can be subjected to neutron
bombardement in order to reduce its radioactive
life, but this treatment cannot effectively be
applied to the long-lived variety. For this reason,
the United States and Germany are exami,ning
the possibility of eliminating plutonic and trans-
plutonic materials, the ones that create the worst
problems, by launching them into an extra-
terrestrial orbit. The problem has obviously
not yet been completely solved, because there is
no guarantee of a successful launching. In this
connection, some people suggest enclosing the
waste silicone carbide cases in order to elimfurate
any risk should they fall back to earth. But,
alongside the safety factor, there is also the cost
faetor to be considered. A system of this kind
is rather expensive these days. With the tech-
nologies already at our disposal the total expen-
diture would come ,to around 2001o of the energy
produced by the fuel, which is still somewhat
prohibitive, at least for the time being.
Nevertheless these studies, amo{tg which there is
the German one beirng carried out by Dornier,
seem to be very thorough. Capsuled beforehand
these wastes could be launched into space to
orbit outside the solar system, or they can be
directed towards the sun, which is the destina-
tion most frequently quoted. Another possibility
is to send them into orbit around the earth but
at a great distance from it. But this solu,tion is
the least advisable. The cost, of course, varies
considerably according to the destination chosen,
because it is related to the boost needed by
the capsule on leaving the space ship. The moon
has not been taken into account becar;se it is
by now considered an appendix of the earth
now that Man has set foot on it and the general
feeling is that it would be wiser not to conta-
minate it.
Before concluding I would like to recall that,
in addition to hazardous materials, useful pro-
ducts such as unburnt uranium which is recycled
by means of transformation into a fuel element
and, if necessary, conversion into uranium
hexafluoride when it has to be enriched, come
from the reprocessing plants. Secondly, from the
processing plants comes plutonium which, as we
mentioned when we discussed the problem of
its recyoling, can be used in two ways; it can
either be placed into the fuel to work reactors
or it can be stored until the fast-breeder reactors
start operating.
In ccrnclusion, Mr President, I propose that
on the basis of the report I have just presented
and of those of Mr Mtiller and Mrs Walz, a
summary report be drawn up dealing with all
the problems involved. This could assist the
Commission which, as I said this morni,ng, could
be doing a very useful job in helping to solve
the problems arising in Member States; this
u,ould in turn help us overcome difficulties that
might otherwise lead us to dangerous crisis.
(Loud applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Walz to speak on behalf
of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mrs WaIz. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, speaking on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group on the Commissicnr's proposal
to the Council for a decision on a programme
on radioactive waste management and storage,
on which Mr NoC has drawn up an excellent
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report which we unanimously approved, I should
like to begi,n by preseurting a few figures to
illustrate the importance and urgeney of this
draft Council decision.
In 1974 there were 162 nuclear power stations
produeing a total of 63 352 MW in operation
throughout the world. A further 322 stations,
i.e. twice es many again, were on order or under
construction. By adding these figures we obtain
a tota,l of 485 stations with a capacity of
364 114 MW. In 1974 alone 60 stations were
ordered, to be operationa,l between 1g78 and
1988, with the American reactor manufacturers
taking by far the lion's share. Atomic power at
present accounts for approximately 3o/o of world
energy capacity ,and the plans of nearly all
the industrialized countries indicate that there
will be a tremendous increase in this flgure.
This will, of course, also leave us-and thls
leads me to the topic under discussion-with a
tremendous amount of nuclear waste.
What are the facts? During the,last few weeks a
wave of protests and demonstrations against the
construetion of new nuclear power stations has
swept across Europe. The protests in Wyh,l, Kai-
seraugst and Fessenheim will certainly be fol-
lowed by many more. It is understandable that
persons whose sources of lnformation are quite
inadequate and often comprise little more than
sensational and inaccurate reports, which are
never subsequently withdrawn, should be moved
to protest, but we should not forget that
these protests are against the law virtually
everywhere. However, in the majority of cases
people do not object to nuclear energy as such,
but only to its being in the vicinity; they are
afraind of the risks it involves.
Nuclear energy burst, as it were, into the public
consciousness with the bomb which feel on
Hiroshima 30 years ago. The effects of this are
still felt today, although the peaceful use of
nuclear energy has been subjected from the
start to safety regulations stricter than those
for any other technical or technologica,l develop-
ment in the world. The protests are thus not
directed against damage which has already been
caused, but against the possible, although high,ly
improbable damage which might be caused.
According to the Rassmussen report it is 150
times more likely that you or I will be struck
by lightning as we sit here than involved in a
MCA.
We feel that the real dangers do not lie in the
operation of a nuclear power station, but in the
way in which radioactive waste is transported,
stored and controlled, and we must use as much
ingenuity and devote as mueh teehnologieal
research and effort to this problem as we did
to the development of nuclear energy itself. At
every stage the population must be kept sup-
plied with relevant information.
It is therefore to be welcomed that, after ten
years of exhortation by the commitees of this
Parliament, the Commission has finally submit-
ted to the Council its proposal for a decision to
deal with this subject, which entails so many
legal, technological and even chemica,I problems.
Even with the presently avai,lable techniques it
should be possible to reduce considerably the
decay time of plutonium, and research should
be directed towards separating strontium 90
and caesium 130 and transforming them into
isotopes with a shorter half-life. In this way we
shall all obtain a elearer picture of the time
dimensions involved, without exposing future
generations to extreme risks.
It is quite obvious that this will have to be a
Community venture, with the additional par-
ticipation of third countries and organizations.
One need only think of the Upper Rhine with
Switzenland, France and Germany. We must
find the most favourable common storage places
in order to ensure that the transport routes are
as safe and as inexpensive as possible. These
storage places must be in geologically suitable
formations and kept under strict control, for in
an age of catastrophes strict control is of prime
importance. There can be no doubt that, given
the importance of energy today for every
economy and for the employment situation
therein, this is a public task, like the safeguard-
ing of energy supplies in general. This public
task can best be performed by a joint undertak-
ing in accordance with the provisions of the
Euratom Treaty. However, the legal form must
not be allowed to hinder the effective perform-
ance of their task.
The task itself, i.e. the establishment of guide-
lines for transport, management, storage and
control must be realized with all haste, and be
supported by research in the form of a long-
term programme, of which we have only the
beginning of a first stage here. Our peoples
expect us to be frank with them about the risks
inherent in every large technological undertak-
ing, but at the same time to do everything in
our power to protect them from these risks.
(Applause)
President. 
-- 
I call Mr DeIIa Briotta to speak on
behalf of tl e Socialist Group.
Mr Della ltrlotta. 
- 
(l) Mr President, ladies
and gentlenren, the problem of the management
and disposrrl of radioactive waste, especially
high-activity and long-lived material, has been
a constant concern of this Parfiament, which
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has always held that a Community network of
storage sites was necessary to resolve it.
Already important some time ago in view of the
energy crisis, this problem is today everi more
topical. and pressing. The volume of waste may
at the moment be }imited, but the spread of
nuclear energy will inevitably result in sub-
stantial increases. It was forecast in 1965 that
by the end of a decade the increase would be
between 50-1000/0. Present indications are that
this percentage has been largely exceeded, and
even bigger increases are forecast for the com-
ing decades. A 700o/o increase in high-activity
waste and an increase of between 500-1 0000/o in
medium and low-activity waste are estimated
for this period.
These negative aspects resulting from large-
scale use of nuclear energy were also taken into
account in the December 1973 programme of
action of the European Communities on the
environment, as regards both the safety of the
population and the protection of the riatural
environment. This programme in fact laid down
a number of projects for the disposal and
management of radioactive waste that were
to be carried out by the end of 1974. The delays
that have already occurred in the implementa-
tion of this work are becoming more and more
serious since they concern a field which has a
direct bearing not only on the environment in
which man lives and works, but also on his
physical well-being. It may well be that these
problems are really no cause for public alarm,
but they do upset publie oflnion, at least insofar
as the public authorities take no action. So the
Committee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment welcomes this proposal, as it is an attempt
to find a Community solution to the probl.ems
arising from this increase. Hence our natural
wish to see the solution to these problems
speeded up, along with all the actions already
approved for this purpose, unless other relevant
considerations emerge from this debate.
Mr Nod, with his customary skill, has explained
the programme on which Parliament's opinion
is being asked, and I need not repeat any of it
now. For the fulfilment of this programme,
spread over five years and to be reviewed if
necessary at the end of the first two-year period,
a maximum a'llocation of roughly 20 million u.a.
and a limited staff are envisaged. The entire
programme considers the action related to the
management and handling of radioactive waste
as a Community public service. The Commis-
sion's proposal further provides for the technical
management, coordinated at Community level,
of a number of experimental sites for waste
storage, with possible participation by third
countries.
This solution seems to correspond to the need
to set up a Community network of storage sites
for radioactive waste and to reach the maximum
possible degree of health proteetion, at the
same time reducing the expenditure a public
service like this wou,ld involve.
Mr Nod, in point 10 of this report, mentions
the problem of solid radioactive waste with
particular reference to collaboration with inter-
national organizations. While it is true that a
rational choice of storage sites, in which all
radioactive waste can be concentrated with a
view to reducing the installation and supervision
costs is only possible on a Community basis, I
believe nonetheless that the Community should
also remain prepared to col,laborate with out-
siders and, if necessary with the International
Energy Agency. This body, however, must in
turn-and I would call Mr Spinelli's attention
to this point-realize that it must deal with the
Community and not the individual Member
States.
Moreover, many problems related to radioactive
waste have industrial, economic and social
implications, and so exist at the level of grqat
regional groupings such as the Community. This,
of course, means that an instrument of control
and organization within the Community is
essential.
The aforementioned considerations demand a
Community solution to the problem of radio-
active waste. This solution must be found
quickLy, and it must also enable us to avoid
duplication of efforts by other organizations
and put people's minds at rest, and finally per-
haps to acquire a more thorough knowledge of
the problem.
I would add with some reticence that a number
of Members have expressed misgivings that the
Parliament should be shouldering a huge res-
ponsibility with respect to a problem of ap-
parently'little consequence.
I bring these reservations to your attention so
that if necessary they can be discussed in this
Ilouse, and also in order to ask Commissioner
Spinelli to dispel these doubts and tell us
whether there are other reasons preventing us
from moving ahead.
(Applause)
Presidont. 
- 
I call Mr Hougardy to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group.
Mr Hougardy. 
- 
(F) Mr President, I too, should
like to congratulate the Commission on request-
ing the European Parliamernt to express its
opinion on the problem of the storage and
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handling of radioactive waste. It will certainly
have been brought home to the Commission's
representative that all those who have spoken
in this debate have deplored the failure to
supply the public with adequate irnformation.
Mr Commissioner, I believe there is no more
time to be lost in launching an information
campaign with competent people irt charge. I
am sure you realize, in view of the events taking
place i,n Europe, that the whole of the 1975-85
programme is in danger of collapsing owing to
sheer lack of information. You know, of course,
that referendums are held at village level and
that certain people make up,their minds accord-
ing to the number of jobs the nuclear power
stations can provide, and nothing else.
Knowing the influence you have, Mr Commis-
sioner, I am convinced that you will manage to
make your colleagues and the Council under-
stand that a serious campaign of informatio,n by
specialists is imperative in order to ensure that
the public is kept informed.
I would like to add a figure to those given
by Mrs Walz. There are about 165 or 170 nuclear
power stations in the world representing an
aggregate of a thousand years of operation.
There has not been one fatal accident. I have
never seen these figures in the campaigns
carried on by certain newspapers, which
organize referendums to keep their readers
informed of the 'facts'.
There are some curious aspects to all this. We
have all witnessed demonstrations in the streets
of our cities against nuclear weapsrrs. The
whole world was against the atomic bomb. But
as soon as Russia and China got the atomic
bomb, the demonstrators disappeared from the
streets. It makes you wonder whether some-
where some ma'lignant spifit 'is masterminding
a campaign to prevent the 1975-85 plan, as drawn
up by the Commission and approved by Parliq-
ment, from materializing. It is worth putting the
question. It is also worth asking the public to
think about it.
I have been asked on behalf of the Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology, to give an
opinion on the report presented by Mr Nod,
whom I wish to congratulate. We must realize
tha,t the core of the nuclear energy problem
is precisely this matter of handling and stori,ng
waste, which has hitherto been ccvnsidered a
more or less conventional industrial activity.
Admittedly, we have made little progress in this
field. But that is not a sufficient reason for
holding up a whole programme of construction
of nuclear power stations.
I should like to add, without claiming anything
like Mr Nod's expertise, that we have at our
disposal temporary storage techniques valid for
20, 30 or 40 years, and that experiments have
been carried out in France, Britain and the
United States. Even if there have been accidents,
such as that in an American town where radio-
active waste was stored, ground contamination
has been immediately neutralized thanks to
ad-hoc devices. To my mind, this is a far cry
from the disasters forecast by those who uncon-
ditionally reject the nuclear solution.
As we were told short a while ago, important
research work is in progress. I believe it is
indispensable to 'tackle this problem bearing in
mind its internatiqnal scope and long-term
implications. It is logical to entrust the study
and implementation of this project to a joint
undertaking as provided for in the Euratom
Treaty since i,t is vitally important to pool our
resources and find solutions acceptable to
everyone.
The nature of this near-permanent problem
means that it must first be tackled at Com-
munity level, because it falls within our com-
petence, and then at irnternational level, by the
concentration in one joint undertaking of all
of the activities of the Community countries.
This is the objective of the proposal contained
in the opinion it has been my privilege to present
on behalf of the Committee on Energy, Research
and Technology.
It must be understood that contamination knows
no boundaries. So it is highly desirable for there
to be close cooperation with the United States,
who also have great experience in this field.
In conclusion, I should like to draw your atten-
tion to the fact that the German Government
very recently reached an agreement on an
exchange of information with ,the Energy,
Research and Development Agency.Why should
this agreement not be extended to the entire
Community? Or even fitted into the framework
of cooperation between Euratom and the United
States? The possible commercial interests of any
techniques developed must be subordi,nated to
the vital importance of the probl,em in hand.
This principle must be rigorously observed and,
if need be, rules can be laid down to see that
it is.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Lord Bessborough to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Lord Bessborough. 
- 
Mr President, I hadn't
thought of speaking in this debate, but having
listened to Mr Nod, I should like to rise to pay
a tribute to his great knowJ.edge in these matters
and above all to the great charm of his delivery:
even if he extended perhaps a little beyond his
time, I for one was very glad that you didn't ask
him to sit down.
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I support him in his resolution, broadly. I sup-
port him strongly. I think that he has made
a good case for the resolution which is before
this Chamber.
I would first of all like to draw attention to
paragraph 4 in the motion, fur which he 'deplores
the attitude of the Commission'-I would like
to ask Mr Spineltli whether it is not perhaps the
Council-'in askfurg for the European Parlia-
ment's opinion at such short notice'. Usually it is
the Cou'ncil that I am attacking for the very
short notice which this Parliament is given in
order to deliver an ofinio,n, and I should like
to know from Mr Spinelli whether this is the
case or not in this particular matter. It is
certainly alarming to cornsider that this has
been before the European Parliament for almost
ten years and nothing very much seems to have
been done.
The other point I should like to support-and
this was made by Mr Della Briotta-is that we
must avoid duplication with, for example, the
International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna.
I see that over two years ago I made my maiden
speech on Mr Balardini's report on this matter
and I said then that I thoughrt that the Inter-
national Agency in Vienna agreed that present
techniques for coarditioning and storing this
waste were satisfactory. I am therefore not a
prophet of doom, but eertainly it is a question
which we must watch very carefully.
My main point, Mr President, is this. We have
in Britain-and I hope the Commission has
fully consulted those concerned in Britain-a
firm called British Nuclear Fuels Limited, which
has quite unrivalled experience im safety
measures. I think personally, having looked into
these matters, that this firm is second to none.
As the Commissioner probably knows, we store
all this radioactive material at one site-in
Winscale, in Cumberland; and I can assure
Mr Nod that this is just as good as the moon-
or better-by virtue of the technique by which
this material is stored. It is there that all the
long-term storage takes place. British Nuclear
Fuels is a company which I hope all members of
the Community have fully ccmsulted, because--I'll try to be modest, but I do think I should
mention them- they export nuclear fuel, they
re-process fuel, they convert uranium concentra-
tes, they provide fuel elemeats. Not only in
Britain, but also in Italy, the Netherlands, Ger-
many, Belgium and Denmark and, outside the
Community, in Japaor there is a large marketfor their work. And in the United States and
in Sweden and in Spain and in Switzerland, in
Canada, Australia and in Greece and Israel. I
therefore hope that the Commission have con-
sulted-as I trust they have-that remarkable
firm when preparing their proposals.
Whether this 20 million u.a. over 5 years is right,
I do not know. As I pointed out in my speech on
research into alternative sources of energy, I
think it is very important to get the balance of
expenditure right. I am glad that these are
practical proposals-I welcome practical pro-
posals-but whether 5.8 mil,lion u.a. is exactly
the right amount for the processing of solid
radioactive waste, with a view to storage, I do
not know. I never quite know how these costs
over 5 years are worked out, and if the Com-
missioner could enlighten me a little on this,
I should be most grateful.
Whether the present Labour Government in the
United Kindom will support these proposals
when they go to the Energy Council, I, of course,
am not in a position to know; I wou,ld not claim
to know what is in the minds of our present
Energy Ministers; but I hope they look at these
problems sympathetically. I know that the
former Conservative Government did, and I
wish Mr Spinel,li good luck when he meets and
puts his proposals before the Council.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Nolan to speak orn behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.
Mr Nolan. 
- 
Mr President, on behalf of the
European Progressive Democrats I also would
like to congratulate Mr Nod on his excellent
report and also to compliment him on the con-
tribution he made here a few moments ago. I
si,ncerely hope that his solution is to capzule atrl
this radioactive waste and bash it off into outer
space and let it circle the sun or somewhere
like that. That would be a solution. But I am
not a technician, so I won't go very deeply into
that. This is a matter we shall probably have to
leave to somebody more qualified to deal with
it.
Since the atomic bombs were dropped on Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki towards the end of the
last world war, this problem of nuclear fallout
or radioaetive fallout, and nuclear energy in
general, has been a source of discussion. But in
this debate we are really dealing with the ques-
tion of radioactive waste as a result of the
peaceful use of nuclear energy. I ,think this a
very important problem, because no one to my
knowledge at the present time knows exactly
how to dispose safely of radioactive waste. As
Mr Nod said, at the moment you can put ,this
radioactive waste into a stai,nless steel cylinder,
you can have another one to go around that
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in a vacuum, you can put concrete around that,
and it can be buried in some ocean. But. some
experts have said that this is rnot a solution
to getting rid of radioactive waste, and indeed
it has been written that in 20 or 30 years there
may be a leak from this concrete cylinder. We
can compare this perhaps with the pollution of
our rivers. Many years ago some industry was
perhaps set up on the banks of a river and a
slight amouort of waste went into the river but
did not affect the fish life, did not pollute that
river. But with the growth of industry and the
accumulation of all the waste going into the
river, then we have pollution. In the very same
way, Mr President, if we have the growth we
know we shall have in power-stations and in
nuclear energy in every country of the Commu-
nity, and indeed in every country in the world,
as was said by our socialist colleague-I think
he mentioned 700o/o in the next few years-
then if we bury all those capsules in concrete
in the ocean and in 20 or 30 years' time have
a leak in each of them, what is going,to happen
to the oceans then? We shall have the problem
of pollution of our oceans by a far more serious
type of waste than even we have in our rivers
today, that is, pollution from radioactive waste.
I am not going to delay this House at this ,late
time by dealing at any length with this problem,
and I will be even shorter than my predecessor,
but I would suggest-a,nd indeed it is the opinion
of the European Progressive Democrats-that
we should not embark on this major expansion
in nuclear energy until we have examined in
detail and urgently-I think it is a very urgent
problem-the disposal and the management of
radioactive waste.
I can assure you on behalf of my group that
we support the resolution arnd we also welcome
the proposa'l of the committee. If you want
more money, you can be assured that we will
support giving it to you to do something about
this major problem that we have in our Com-
munity at the present time.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Spinelli.
Mr Spinelli, Member ol the Commissi,on oJ the
European Communities. 
- 
(I) Mr President, I
should also like to begin by congratulatfurg Mr
Nod. Before commenting on ,those points in his
report which contain criticisms of the Com-
mission's draft, I have a few general remarks
to make on the programme proposed by the
Commission.
I will not go into the basic reasons which
prompted us to present this programme. They
are quite clear, not only from the text of the
proposal and Mr Nod's report, but also from all
the eloquent and careful speeches which have
been made during this debate. Instead, I would
like to draw Parliament's attention to ,the
importance of the programme, rnot only as
regards its contdnt but also from the financiai
point of view. The Community's contribution
in fact represents 50o/o of the overall funding.
The 20 million u.a. were decided upon after due
consultation with all the leadi'ng authorities in
this field. I should like to set Lord Bessborough's
mind at rest on this point. To the 20 million
u.a. over five years a similar figure in direct
national allocations must be added. So the total
for the programme will be in the regio,n of 40
million u.a.
Most of it will be used to solve the problems
created by high-aotivity and long-lived radio-
active wastes, in other words the most dangerous
materials which, more than any others, require
a Community effort. Around two thirds of
the Community's overall financial commitment
will be taken up in this way.
I1 it is approved by the Council it will enable
the Community to play the r6le of leader, both
in this field and as regards the composition of
other programmes to follow.
I would tlike to emphasize-and I shall be
coming back to this point later-that the
proposed programme is merely the first
important phase of work, which will go on for
at least ten years.
This does not mean that at the moment we
have no zuitable ways of making the wastes
so far produced harmless, and this has been
stressed by a number of speakers. Besides, the
present volume of these wastes, especially the
high-activity variety, is limited. But it will
increase as the use of nuclear energy spreads.
So today's solutions must be developed on an
industrial scale and perfected accordingly, with
fuII account being taken of public safety and
the protection of the natural environment. This
is the essential aim of our programme.
In this connection, you should note that one
of the programme's main features is that it
places the emphasis not so much on research
and development but rather on actual experi-
mentation. It aims at integrated technical man-
agement at Community level of a number of
experimental sites for the final storage of
wastes.
The programme's two other mai,n features are
the inventory of those problems of management
of radioactive wastes for which it may not be
possible to find solutions within the framework
of the lega,l and administrative regulations at
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present in force, and the study of the guidelines
tc be applied to the management of these wastes.
These two features derive from an awareness
of the immediate necessity to begin studies
which will enable us 'to assess the value of
the different policies that can be devised to deal
with handling and storage, bearing in mind
public safety and the protection of the e'nviron-
ment on the one hand, and the cost factor on
the other. I would remind Members that the
programme before you is a part of the larger
programme of action on the environment,
of which it represents one of the most important
long-term items. Moreover, the resolution on
energy and the environment recently approved
by the Council invi,tes the Community and
Member States to take into accournt when
deciding upon their energy policies the need
to protect people and the natural environment
against the possible harmful effects of new
technologies and of the further development of
,sources of enqrgy already in use.
Before moving on to examine some specific
points in Mr Nod's report, let me say a word
on the Commission's collaboration with inter-
national organizations. This matter has been
raised by a number of speakers. I would
strongly emphasize that the Community, as
always, is fully in favour of cooperation with
outside bodies, and is convinced of the need
for it. Nevertheless, this collaboration must be
based on a solid negotiating platform agreed
beforeha'nd within the Community. In this par-
ticular case, this platform consists and must
consist of the Commission's programme. So the
Council's rapid approval is more necessary than
ever here. Otherwise relations with other inter-
national organizations, especially with the Inter-
national Energy Agerrcy instead of being on a
clear basis of partnership, will be characterized
by uncertainty and confusion, leading perhaps
to the very proliferation and duplication of
effort we wish to avoid.
A r,ecent International Energy Agency initiative
zuggests that should the Council fail to approve
the proposed programme within the month, some
Member States may begin autonomous extra-
Community i'nitiatives on the same matters as
are set out in the Commission's programme,
thus making later approval of the programme
practically impossible.
This is why, in reply to Mr Della Briotta's
nemark on the possibility of a funther post-
ponement of the debate before making any
decisions, I would Iike to warn you that the
Agency could move ahead with a programme
which has practically adopted many of our pro-
posals, without the Community's having drawn
up a common policy.
I shall devote the last part of my speech to
paragraphs 3, 4 and 9 of the motion for a
resolution.
In paragraph 3, Parliament negrets that in the
draft Council decision an extension of the
programme beyond the five years at present
envisaged is ,not explicitly provided for, and
tables an amendment to ,that effect to the
proposal.
The text adopted by the Commission is not due
to lack of rqsolve but to exclusively legal co,n-
siderations. Article 7 (2) of the Euratom Treaty
states: 'This programme shall be drawn up
for a period of not more than five years'. So
a specific reference to a compulsory extension
in the text of the proposal for a decision would
simply make the examination of the proposal
unnessarily laborious and would be rejected by
the Council.
However, I want to emphasize that in the text
of its proposal the Commission explicitly points
out that the present programme is merely the
first stage of a long-term programme.
Today, in this plenary sitting, I confirm that
the Commision firmly intends to put forward
new proposals one year before the present
programme expires.
As for paragraph 4, I would first of all like to
say to Lord Bessborough that the reproach
should rea'lly by addressed to the Council rather
than the Commission. But I would also point out
that the proposal was forwarded by the Council
to Parliament in mid-February, so that you have
had some time'to examine it. Parliamerrt, how-
ever, deplores the fact that it was consulted
after the programme's official starting date
which was retroactively fixed at 1 January 19?5,
and which is meaningless as far as the work
itself is concerned. It therefore proposes that
this date be changed in the text of the draft
Cou,ncil decision to 1 May 1975.
During the debate on other research programmes
in the energy field at the sitting of 13 March,
Mr Brunner gave a thorough explanation of
the reasons which prompted the Commission to
choose 1 January 1975 as the programme's
starting date. They relate exclusively to the
presentation of the budgets. As you all know,
the financial year begins on 1 January.
The Commission believes a different date might
provoke a request to put the starting date back
to 1 Ja,nuary 1976, exactly the opposite of what
Parliament wants.
Finally, in paragraph 9 of the motio,n for a
resolution, Parliament wants the draft Council
decision to include a provision obliging the
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Commission to submit a proposal four years
from now for the setting-up of a joint u,nder-
taking. Mr Hougardy has alrealy mentioned this.
Well, ladies and gentlemen, may I urge you once
again to realize how urgent the approval of this
Commission proposal is, since it forms the basis
for a European reply within ,the Inter,national
Energy Agency, that is, within the framework
of the international cooperation we have so
much at heart.
If we include an explicit reference to a joint
undertaking in the text of the proposal for a
decision this will clearly make the legal basis
adopted, i.e. Article 7 of the Euratom Treaty,
insufficient. This would call for a revision of
the whole text, with as an inevitable result the
failure to meet deadlines which are now imposed
upon us by imperatives beyond our control.
.The Commission understands and shares Par-
liament's concern to reinforce the Community
structure of the programme as much as possible
in future. This is in fact the ultimate aim of the
proposal submitted for your examination, and
the Commission intends to put forward a more
advanced programme in the light of the
experience acquired during its implementation.
As I draw towards the End of my speech I
would like to express my sincere thanks to
all those who helped draw up this report, in
particular the rapporteur, Mr Noti, who spared
no efforts to master an extremely difficult
dossier which has acquired great political
importance with respect to the safeguarding
and development of the Community's capacity
owing to recent developments in the inter-
national energy field.
Finally, if I may touch on a subject we
discussed this morning, I would like to assure
Mr Hougardy that the Commission understands
the need for this information campaign. With-
out it, we may face mounting criticism and not
know its actual weight and significance. As I
said this morning, we shall examine how best
to accomplish this political task, which is the
duty of both Commission and Parliament.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Does anyone else wish to speak?I call Mr Lange for an explanation of vote.
Mr Lange. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies and gent-
lemen, I apologize for rising again but on behalf
of some of my colleagues as well I should like
to say that, helpful as Mr Nod's report was, I
find myself unable to approve it owing to a
number of questions which to my mind have
not been clarified. This standpoint is shared by
several members of my Group.
Mr Nod himself suggested it would have been
useful to discuss the Nod, Walz and Mtiller
reports together at an appropriate time. It is
only on account of some rather undelineated
need felt by the Commission and the Council
that we are being forced to decide here and
now. I am not sure, for example, whether the
tests and experiments proposed for the disposal
and processing of nuclear waste are desirable.
I am not sure whether all the phases of trans-
portation from the nuclear power stations to the
processing sites have been properly explained.
A speaker who supports this resolution has
already mentioned the question of transporta-
tion, and on the question of transportation to
underground storage sites and elsewhere one
may well ask to what extent the necessary
safeguards can be given to prevent nuclear
waste from falling into the hands of the wrong
people. We cannot ignore the fact that, at
present, terrorism is increasing and that ter-
rorists seem willing to try anything to spread
fear and alarm.
Furthermore, I am not quite sure whether the
financing of these experiments and tests-the
purpose of which is not quite clear to me-is
likely to be sufficient for today's actual and
tomorrow's possible technol.ogical processes.
These are the reasons why some of my collea-
gues and I cannot vote for the proposal. We
shall therefore abstain, but should like our
abstention to be considered as a request that the
basic elements of this problem may one day be
discussed, i.e. the supply of inform,ation to the
people, and guarantees that no more difficulties
will be caused by the further development and
peaceful use of nuclear energy.
President. 
- 
I put the motion for a resolution
to the vote.
The resolution is adopted.l
Thank you, Mr Spinel,li.
I call Mr Nod for a procedural motion.
Mr Noi, rapporteur. 
- 
(l) Mr President, Mr
Spinelli's arguments have convinced me and I
would therefore like to alter slightly the text
of some paragraphs of the motion for a reso-
Iution.
Referring to paragraph 3, Mr Spinelli correctly
pointed out that the Commission could not draw
up a programme lasting more than five years.
I therefore suggest that this paragraph be
worded differently and I think members would
have no trouble'in approving the modification.
1 OJ No C 95 of 28. 4. 1975.
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I would also like to suggest that the Commis- 
- 
Oral question to the Commission on egg pro-
sion propose the setting-up of a joint under- ducers in the Community;
taking before the current programme expires' 
- 
Report by Mr Giraud on a community
nuclear fuel supply policy;
President. 
- 
I note your statement, Mr Nod.
However, I am afraid I must point out to you 
- 
Joint debate on
that, since the vote has already been taken, it 
- 
report by Mr Cointat on measures to be
is no longer possible to amend the text of your talen in the event of oil supply difficu,l-
motion for a resolution. ties, and
- 
report by Mr Normanton on common pro-
10. Agenda lor the nert sitting jects for hydrocarbon exploration;
- 
Report by Mr Dondelinger on the programme
President. 
- 
The next sitting will be held to combat poverty;
tomorrow, Thursday, 10 April 1975 at l0 a. m. 
- 
Motion for a resolution on the situation of
and at 3 p.m., with the following agenda: refugees in Indochina.
- 
General debate on the situation in the wine The sitting is closed'
sector; (The sitting uas closeil at 9 p.m.)
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ANNEX
Oral Questions wltich, could not be answered du,ring Question Time, uith
urttten answers
Question bg Mr Prernoli
subject: National aid for agricultural producers' associations. can the com-
mission state whether the legislative texts forwarded, pursuant to Article 93(3)first sentence, of the EEC Treaty, by the Italian Government in respect of
associations of agricultural producers in the livestock sector and the fixing
of milk prices for producers affect the organization of the market in the
milk sector and whether their lack of precision is tikely to distort conditions
of competition between producers?
Anstoer
The commission has not yet been notified of the draft national law on asso-
ciations of agricultural producers in the livestock sector or of the fixing of
milk prices for producers pursuant to Article 93(3) of the EEC Treaty.
Since 1972, the Italian Government has given notice of several draft regional
laws on aid to associations. In most cases, this aid is intended to improve the
cooperative structures in harvesting, processing and selling agricultural produce
and in livestock rearing.
As a general rule, the Commission is in favour of aid granted for the improve-
ment of production and marketing structures at producer level.
As far as the above-mentioned national legislative text is concerned, the Com-
mission cannot express an opinion as it does not have sufficient information.
Question bg Mr Normanton
Subject: Control over North Sea oil
To what extent will the energy policy of the EEC affect Britain's control over
North Sea oil?
Ansuer
The commission is glad to have the opportunity of answering this question
and, in doing so, to bring together various elements which have already
appeared in answers to written questions, notably those of Lord O'IIagan
(489/73) and Mr Glinne (301174).
The community's energy policy will not, in legal terms, affect Britain's control
of North Sea OiI at all, because the British Government enjoys complete
sovereignty over these resources.
on control of ownership, I can only repeat what the answer to Lord o'Hagan
said, that the Commission considers
- 
that the provisions of the Treaty and the acts of the community pursuant
to the Treaty clearly specify the sovereign rights enjoyed by Member
States over economic activities and in particular over the exploitation and
exploration of oil resources;
- 
that these provisions apply as much to the continental shelf as to the
mainland of Member States;
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- 
that these natural resources belong entirely to the Member States concerned
which may therefore derive the full economic benefit from them (for
example, dues, taxation and balance of payments benefits).
- 
that the Treaty does not exclude the possible nationalization by a Member
State of any sector of economic activity although nationalized industries
are of course also subject to the Treaties.
Regarding the rate of erploitatton of natural resources, the Community energy
policy in no way diminishes the control exercised by a Member State. Certainly
it is very important in the context of the energy policy to know the rate at
which the British Government intends to develop oil and gas in the UK
sector of the North Sea since this production will contribute significantly to
the energy security of the Community as a whole. Discussions will take place
from time to time on the rates of exploitation and it is for the British Govern-
ment to say what the desirable rate is. In this connection I can say that for
the period up to 1985, for which firm objectives were unanimously fixed
by the Council's Resolution of 17 December 1974, the UK's contribution to
the total indigenous oil and gas production for the Community was based on
the estimates given in the Brown Book of May 1974, 'Production and Resources
of OiI and Gas in the UK'
Exploitation is subject only to the fundamental rules of the Treaty and in
particular those affecting the freedom of movement of goods and the right
of establishment. At present the Commission has received no indication of the
application of, nor the intention to apply, barriers to trade on a national basis
nor of discriminatory measures on grounds of nationality which are contrary
to those rules.
Question bg Mr Frilh
Subject : Agricultural structures
Is there any truth in newspaper reports that the incorporation of the Com-
munity directives of 17 April 1972 on the reform of agricultural structures in
the land tax legislation of the Federal Republic of Germany has led to an
irresponsible and costly 'paper war' which is obstructing the necessary struc-
tural changes planned with the result that refunds by the EAGGF of part of
the annual land tax are very seldom made?
Answer
Precise details on the application of the structural directive will only be
available to the Commission in the second half of this year. Applications for
refunds by the EAGGF f.or 1974 must be submitted to the Commission before
1 July of this year.
The Commission cannot understand the report to the effect that the directive
concerning the cessation of farming has led to an irresponsible and costly
paper war since the Commission has so far not received a single complaint to
this effect.
Compensation on the cessation of farming has been an extremly effective
instrument for structural improvements, particularly in recent years. This is
apparent from, inter alia, a study carried out for the Germ,an Minister, Mr Ertl.
The Commission therefore also regards the statement to the effect that this
regulation is obstructing the structural changes planned as unfounded.
Einally, there is no reason to assume that the cessation compensation is only
eligible for a refund from the EAGGF in very special cases.
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Question by Mr Scott-Hopkins
Subject: Food aid programme
What level of stocks does the Commission envisage holding for the purposes
of the Community's Food Aid Programme?
Anstaer
First of all, the Commission would like to point out that the Community's
food aid programmes, as regards both cereals and dairy products, represent
only a small fraction of total stocks available on the Community's agricultural
markets.
The commitments entered into by the Community and the Member States in
respect of cereals under the Food Aid Convention, i.e. 1 287 000 tons, represent
for the L974175 marketing year,2.25'0lo of the Community's production of wheat,
maize and rice, which are the three cereals usually supplied. The 1974 pro-
grammes for milk powder and butter oil, involving 55 000 and 45 000 tons
respectively, represent smaller quantities than those held available as inter-
vention stocks throughout the same year.
It can therefore be seen that there is no serious problem, nor has there been
in recent years, in providing the products intended for food aid. Consequently,
the need to build up stocks specifically for food aid has never been felt so far.
When, in particular situations, certain adjustments proved necessary they were
effected through Commission measures relating to the management of agri-
cultural markets, and, in extreme cases, by buying on the world market.
It is true that the Commission, like Parliament, has very often stressed that
the Community's food aid programmes were insufficient in relation to the
real needs of the developing countries; it is at present endeavouring to obtain
from the Council an increase in aid of cereals and milk powder, thus returning
to the quantities originally proposed by the Commission and twice recom-
mended by Parliament, viz. 1 000 000 tons of cereals and 72 000 tons of milk
powder, which would represent an addition to the budget of some 50 million
u.a. It should, however, be pointed out that, even if these proposals were
accepted in their entirety, the consequent level of aid would not affect the
terms of the analysis made earlier, and there would be no problem of stocks.
Questi,on by Mr Corrie
Subject: VAT on grain based spirits imported into Italy
Does the recent decision by the
30o/o the VAT on imported grain
95 of the Treaty of Rome and if
Italian Government to
based spirits constitute
so, what action has the
Answer
raise from l2olo to
a breach of Article
Commission taken?
By raising the VAT on gin and potable spirits to 30'0/0, while leaving the same
tax on spirits obtained from wine, grape marc or fruit unchanged, at l2olo,
the Italian Government appears to have introduced a discriminatory measure
affecting grain and cane-sugar based spirits.
It is clear that, by changing the rate of VAT in this way, consumption of
gin, whisky and rum-beverages which are normally imported 
- 
is particu-
larly likely to be affected.
On 17 September 1974, the Commission asked the Italian Government to explain
these measures. The latter replied on 13 November 1974 and provided certain
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information which made it necessary for my departments to make a detailed
study of the matter.
This study has now been completed, and the Commission will very soon be
deciding on the legal steps to be taken in this matter.
Question bg Mr Katsanagh
Subject: Itinerant or Travelling Peoples (1) within the Community
lVithin the framework of the Community Social Policy, has the Commission
any proposals in mind, to cater with the problems of travelling or itinerant
peoples (r) without interfering unnecessarily with their way of life, and to
ensure that they enjoy the same Iegal, educational and social welfare rights
and treatment as settled citizens?
Ansuer
The provisions of the Treaties and of Community legislation apply without
distinction to all citizens of Member States regardless of their way of life.
The Commission is conscious of the fact that travelling people can suffer from
particular social problems. It has not, so far, however, considered that these
problems are most appropriately solved at Community level.
I Commonly known as gypsles.
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- 
Request for debate by urgent procedure pur-
suant to Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure,
submitted by Mr Cointat, Mr Coust6, Mr
Duval, Mr Gibbons, Mr Herbert, Mr Hunault,
Mr Kaspereit, Mr Laudrin, Mr Liogier, Mr
de la Maldne, Mr Nolan, Mr Nyborg, Mr
Rivierez, Mr Terrenoire and Mr Yeats on
behalf of the Group of European Progres-
sive Democrats in view of the gravity of
the situation on the wine market (Doc. 34/75)
and worded as follows:
'The Group of European Progressive Democrats
requests the Commission to explain what imme-
diate measures it intends to take to improve the
equilibrium on the wine market.'
- 
Request for debate by urgent procedure pur-
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submitted by Mr Amendola, Mr Ansart, Mr
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Fabbrini, Mrs Goutmann, Mrs Iotti, Mr Le-
moine, Mr Leonardi, Mr Marras and Mr
Sandri on the situation in the wine sector
(Doc. 35/75) and worded as follows:
'The signatories
request that a debate be held during the European
Parliament's part-session of 7 to 11 April on the
situation and prospects in the wine sector in the
Community.'
I call Mr Lardinois to make a statement on
behalf of the Commission.
Mr Lardinois, Member of the Commission of
the European Communities. 
- 
(NL) Mr President,
I thank you very much for this opportunity to
make a general statement about the difficulties
in the wine sector before the debate on this
subject begins.
We were in faet confronted with great diffi-
culties in the wine sector before the present
year began-great difficulties as far as sales
are concerned and great difficulties in guaran-
teeing a reasonable income for the producers.
What were the causes of this situation? In the
first place, our harvests in 1973 and 1974 were
much larger than the potential consumption in
those years. But these harvests were also far
greater than we had ever had before. To give
you an example: in 1971 and 1972, taken to-
gether, Community production totalled 260 mil-
lion hectolitres, whilst that for 1973 and 1974 was
328 million hectolitres. The result of this was
that in 1972 and 1973 wine prices were excep-
tionally high because of the small harvest in
1971 and 1972, whereas, because of the high
production in the last two years, prices have
come under severe pressure.
But that, Mr President, is the classic pattern,
in agriculture, of a situation fraught with dif-
ficulties. Whenever high prices and small har-
vests alternate with low prices and large har-
vests we get difficulties in any sector.
Well now, what has the Commission tried to do
about it? This I will go into, but before doing
so I should perhaps tell-you that, in addition
to the difficulties we had with the last harvest,
consumption, instead of going up last year
because of the lower prices, tended rather to
fall because of the general economic situation.
This applies particularly to the large produc-
tion areas which are also large areas of con-
sumption, such as those in Italy and French-
not least because the harvest in one of the most
specialized areas in the wine sector-namely,
the four southernmost departments in France--
was not only quantitatively in surplus but also
very bad in quality, mainly because of the
abominable weather we had in the autumn of
1974. In short, there was a combination of
circumstances that we hope will never occur
again this century.
What have we tried to do in order to overcome
these difficulties? In the first place, we have,
not unsuccessfully, extended our capacities for
storing the wine that is paid for by the Com-
munity. In the second place, we took specific
measures, as early as November last year, for
what are called in France the d1partements
sinistr6s-in this case the largest production
area hit by the bad weather. The result of this
was that about 2 million hectolitres of wine
were withdrawn from the market, originally
paid for by the Community, but later taken
over in part by the French Government with
the agreement of the Community after the
necessary amendments had been made.
In the third place, we decided that there should
be an extra distillation of about 4.6 million
hectolitres at a price which, in retrospect, may
have been too high, but was in any case intend-
ed to strengthen the Italian and French markets.
We also decided, when the price decisions were
taken in early March, to do away with com-
pensatory monetary amounts within the Com-
munity and elsewhere for the whole of the wine
sector.
We realized last year that, in view of the two
very large wine harvests in 1973 and 1974, we
were in danger of finding ourselves with a
structural surplus. As a result, about six months
ago we proposed some radical changes to you
in the wine regulations. These proposals are still
under discussion in the Council and in this
Parliament, and I hope and ask that this Parlia-
ment will give its view upon them as quickly
as possible.
In spite of these measures, however, we were
confronted towards the end of March with
increasing difficulties in the South of France
which led to the most serious disorders and then
to a decision by the import trade in France to
suspend all imports for a certain period. There-
upon we immediately decided, at the end of
March, to institute an enquiry because of the
charge that this was an inadmissible distortion
of competition. Later it appeared that the
French Government had given its support, after
Easter, to this action by the trade; this, in our
eyes, was a different matter and we immedia-
tely let it be known that we could not accept
a situation of this kind.
The Commission then also decided to initiate
a special urgent procedure against the French
Government under Article 169 of the EEC
Treaty, which can very quickly lead to the
delivery of an opinion by the Commission, and,
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if that does no good, to a case for summaryjudgment at the Court of Justice here in
Luxembourg. At all events, we initiated this
urgent procedure the day before yesterday. W'e
take the view that this matter should be cleared
up as quickly as possible, because in our view it
is a question of an offence against the Rome
Treaty of a gravity that we have rarely experi-
enced in the history of our Common Market.
That, I should say, Mr President, is the political
and legal side of this matter. fn our view there
is also an economie side, and there I should
like to deal with its short-term effects and the
measures that are necessary in the medium and
long term. It is clear to us that we should do
everything possible to bring the present eco-
nomic difficulties in our wine areas to an end
as quickly as possible. This is why the Com-
mission has decided, firstly, to submit to the
meeting of the Council of Ministers that is to
be held this Thursday-a meeting of the Min-
isters of Agriculture especially called for the
purpose-a new and broadly-based proposal for
a distillation regulation designed to re-stabilize
the market as quickly as possible and, secondly,
to propose a resolution by the Council in which
the Council would undertake to amend the
wine regulation in a number of its essential
features prior to the summer recess so that we
may never again find ourselves in a similar
situation.
These amendments to the wine regulation all
tend towards the same object as those in the
proposals that we put before you six months
ago, but they have been sharpened up in a
number of points-namely, strict control of new
and extended plantings and of the grants that
have hitherto been made for this purpose, and
the withdrawal of any surplus immediately
after the harvest, should a harvest like last
year's or that of the year before seem likely.
This withdrawal can take the form of distil-
lation at a price such that the distilling market
can largely meet the cost itself.
The experience we have had with the wine
regulation in its first five years-it came into
force in l97G-and with iertain compromises
such as that which was struck between the
French and Italian approaches to the whole
problem has taught us that it is necessary to
build in more guarantees so that the market
cannot degenerate intq a market of surplus,
as was anticipated by some people as early as
1969. If we take no extra measures in the short
term, all we can expect is that the difficulties,
in the longer term, will become so great that
corrective action will no longer be possible.
Mr President, I intended to draw your attention
to the political, legal and economic sides of
this question, but, to conclude, I should like to
say this to the Parliament. I am convinced that
the proposals which the Commission will be
submitting this Thursday will win the agree-
ment of the entire Council-though perhaps
after a difficult debate-so that by Thursday
evening a decision can be taken by the Council
whereby, from this standpoint as well-in addi-
tion, therefore, to the legal side-normal market
dealings can be resumed in the course of the
following week. The Parliament would render
us a very great service if, during this debate,
it could approve the important proposals for
the reorganization of the market and production
that I have put forward. In this way, it would
help considerably to restore the situation to
normal so that this very serious difficulty in
our Common Market, which might in itself
represent a threat to the whole structure, may
-we hope-be reduced to an incident that wecan then quickly forget.
'Ihank you, Mr President.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Vetrone to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Vetrone. 
- 
(f) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I should first of all like to offer my
sincere thanks on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group to Commissioner Lardinois
for his accurate account, from the political,
legal and economic standpoints, of this absurd
wine war.
Right from the early months of last autumn it
was clear that the situation of the wine market
would be difficult for the current season. This
could be easily forecast because of the vast
quantity of unsold stocks from the preceding
season. The fact was that new production and
unsold stocks together provided availabilities at
the beginning of the season amounting to about
244 million hectolitres-l4 million higher than
in the previous year.
In the presence of such a serious and excep-
tional situation, there would not appear, to be
truthful, to have been sufficient promptness
in taking measures. It was only last January
that the Commission submitted its proposal to
the Council for the distillation of 4 600 000
hectolitres of wine-a quantity, incidentally, that
was obviously inadequate from the start when
it is remembered that similar quantities used
to go for distillation in periods of normal
market behaviour. Moreover, this measure did
not come into practical effect until the end of
March because of the time it took to go through
all of the relevant bureaucratic procedure.
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The lack of promptness in taking action, and
the inadequacy of that action, must therefore
be held partly responsible for the worsening of
the crisis and, with it, the exasperation and the
outbreak of deplorable acts of violence against
Italian wines. And these incidents evoked a
deep-sounding echo from the French Govern-
ment, which, with its decision to ban imports
of Italian wines, unquestionably committed an
act fraught with potentially detrimental con-
sequences for the future of this Community'
The Commission was therefore right to initiate
the procedure of infringement in France's case,
even though the decision was not taken until
a few hours ago after the abortive attempt at a
settlement the day before yesterday in Brussels.
But we still have a state of tense unrest in
Italy, where the people in the industry, weary
of the effort to keep calm, may at any moment
explode in very understandable anger and thus
set off a process of retaliation on so large a
scale that the Italian Government would have
great difficulty in bringing it to a halt.
No one can really want this to happen, parti-
cularly the French wine-growers, who have
common interests to protect with Italian wine-
growers. Meanwhile, there is no doubt that im-
mediate measures are necessary to restore calm
and bring trade back to normal. And the most
effective of such measures would certainly be
to ensure an appropriate increase in the volume
of wine going for distillation-taking care, how-
ever, Mr Lardinois, not to yield to pressure for
a further increase in minimum selling-prices,
since their present high level has undoubtedly
had adverses effects in relation to the quota
arrangements for distilling operations decided
by the Commission.
What is needed, therefore, is a set of measures
designed to provide a more stable basis for
equilibrium in the Community wine market.
After five years of application the wine regula-
tion shows a number of shortcomings that are
now going to be made good. Wine-growers must
be rapidly placed on an equal footing with other
producers whose sectors are better covered by
the Common Agricultural Policy. It is incon-
ceivable that wine-growers should be discrim-
inated against, either through the weaker gua-
rantees offered to them by internal intervention
measures or by the ineffectiveness of protective
'rnechanisms at the Community's external fron-
tiers. The scale of this discrimination is imme-
diately clear from a comparison of the guarantees
offered to wine-growers and to other agricultur-
aI sectors. As regards external trade, this is
another occasion for reiterating the critical
comments on the Community's Mediterranean
policy, the cost of which falls solely on our
Mediterranean production, though this is the
least protected-even inside the Community-
as in the case of wine.
In this connection, and though I have no wish
to be contentious, it is as well to remember that
while about 4 million hectolitres of Italian wine
enter France each year, for the well-known pur-
pose of blending with local production, it is also
true that a similar quantity of wine from Alge-
ria and other Mediterranean countries reaches
the same market and, because Community
regulations do not allow it to be used for blend-
ing, it is naturally marketed for consumption
as it is. Consumption, incidentally, is tending
to go down for various reasons-not least be-
cause of high taxation, not only in the non-
producer countries but also in France itself,
where the rate of value added tax on wine is
17.8 per cent, unlike other agricultural products,
which pay only 6 per cent.
The troubles on the French market, therefore,
cannot be traced back to unfair practices of
competition on the part of the Italian producers,
who adhere to the principles of supply and
demand without being obliged to observe mini-
mum prices. These, as we know, apply to a
limited number of different products and, what
is more, purely in relation to third countries.
In order then, Mr Lardinois, to establish whe-
ther the crisis is structural, as is maintained
in certain quarters, or simply cyclical, a thor-
ough investigation would undoubtedly be neces-
sary. And for that purpose a debate might be
held, if this were necessary, on the problem,
to which you have referred, of controlling pro-
duction and restricting plantings. On the as-
sumption, however, that the existence of excess
production is confirmed, this investigation
should begin with the assessment of a strict
policy of quality, include an examination of
vocational choices and conclude with taxation
problems.
The fact is that, with a stricter quality policy,
it would be easier to achieve the object of
controlling the volume of production. But in
this case it is obvious that the practice of sweet-
ening would come up again and, except for
certain traditional Moselle and Rhine areas, it
might be necessary to agree on its abolition' But
instead of this practice, which apart from any-
thing else uses sugar of which we are short,
use could be made of concentrated grape-juice
-of which, on the contrary, we have a surplus
-and there is no reason, either, to rule out thepossibility of a decision to raise the natural
minimum alcoholic strength for the bottled
product by one or even only half a point.
Control of plantings, however, would raise the
problem of crop-selection and also, perhaps,
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that of the desirability of giving greater support
to certain typically Mediterranean products
such as corn and olive oil, of which we have a
deficit, as an incentive to producers to grow
these crops rather than grapes.
Another suggestion would be to increase incen-
tives in the field of processing and marketing.
With the present structure, it is difficult for the
general consumer to buy wines of VQPRD
quality, the price of which is so high today that
it may be thought difficult to win new con-
sumer markets with them. Why not, then, do
more to promote ordinary table-wines, parti-
cularly with regard to their presentation? To
do this, there would obviously have to be
encouragement from the Community in the
form of aid in setting up a wider network of
cooperative processing and bottling plants.
Instead, the Commission appears to want to
restrict current aid in the case of private pro-
jects for new plants of this type.
Lastly, a debate on taxation would reveal how
heavy it is precisely in those countries that
would naturally be the new markets for the
Community, such as the United Kingdom, Bene-
lux and Denmark. Mr Lardinois has announced
other changes, in addition to those proposed, to
the basic Community regulations for this sector
while this regulation is actually being consider-
ed by the European Parliament. If this is the
case, f would ask that the European Parliament
be consulted agai{r on this matter.
This, ladies and gentlemen, is a brief summary
of the present problems needing to be solved.
Leaving out of account the pointless and emo-
tional polemics, which merely succeed in en-
venoming relations, these are the real problems
that wine-growers should look at more closely.
They are problems to be solved in the common
interests of growers and consumers, but they
are also complex problems that, for this very
reason, often require thorough knowledge and
a spirit of solidarity on the part of the autho-
rities responsible for the Common Agricultural
Policy, who.must realize that in the regrettable
acts of violence that have taken place there
are recognizable and understandable signs of
anxiety. It will also be useful to give wine-
growers the psychological preparation which
they lack and without which it will be impos-
sible to obtain from them the common effort that
is essential, abandoning every form of mistrust
and giving wine-growers new strength through
mutual sincerity. This will restore in them that
peace of mind that has been so badly shaken
in the last few, dramatic weeks, of which it
may be hoped that no trace will be left in the
history of Community wine-growing.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Laban to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.
Mr Laban. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I should like
first to thank Mr Lardinois for giving that
explanatory statement so quickly after the Com-
mission had taken certain decisions.
In the view of our group, it is a good thing that
this Parliament can discuss the difficulties on
the wine-market before the Council meets next
week. Mr Lardinois has said that the wine-
market has had to struggle with both structural
and cyclical problems. My group takes the view
that solutions need to be found for both types
of problems at Community level. From this it
follows that we condemn the action of the
French Government as violating the Rome
Treaty and the Community wine regulation.
That does not, however, mean to say that we
have no sympathy for the difficulties of French
wiae-growers, but Italian wine-producers have
difficulties too.
With unilateral announcements of quantitative
restrictions on trade between Member States
we are on the wrong road, and we had better
get off it. If this becomes the usual way of
dealing with things, then we can very soon
write the European Community off. For this
reason my group will publicly condemn any
state that in future takes measures contravening
the Treaty or the Regulations.
Structural measures are by far the most impor-
tant for restoring market equilibrium. We shall
presumably be able to consider this subject in
detail at the part-session in May, when the
report that the Committee on Agriculture is
now preparing on the Commission's proposals
comes up for discussion in this Parliament.
Nevertheless, it is necessary to refer to it-
though briefly, because my friend Mr Della
Briotta will also be saying something on behalf
of our group. I myself would like to discuss
the emergency measures that the Commission
has proposed in order to do something to pre-
vent the wine-flood from breaking its banks,
but a strict differentiation between cyclical and
structural problems is out of the question.
Mr President, I do not think we have to beat
about the bush. Definitely, too much wine is
being produced in the European Community,
and in particular too much wine of poor quality.-
In our view this has been facilitated by the
regulation now in force, which makes it attract-
ive to produce less good wine and gives little
incentive to cultivate quality wines. Also, it
cannot be denied that certain producers and
also certain Member States have shown too
little discipline and so have contributed to the
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present difficulties. Mr Lardinois has, however,
said-and this is generally acknowledged-that
the problem has become urgent because of the
aboundant wine harvests of recent years which
occurred at a time when consumption in the
biggest wine countries was beginning to Ievel
off or even to decline, possibly because of
changes in the drinking-habits of the younger
generation.
This cannot be offset by exports to Member
States who produce no wine and whose con-
sumption may climb. Indeed, even in those
countries the increase in consumption is to some
extent impeded by higher energy costs, so that
people have to be rather more careful about
how they spend their money.
I also have an idea that fraudulent practices,
including the adulteration of quality wines, may
have contributed to the fact that consumers are
less enthusiastic. That must certainly have had
some negative influence on the export of quality
wines.
So we have a wine-ocean, and Mr Lardinois
should make clear to us how big this ocean is'
If I have correctly understood, the Commission
takes the view that the distillation of 4'6 plus
5 million hectolitres will be enough to put part
of the market right again. There may also be
certain export possibilities. As a result, about
12 million hectolitres will be taken off the
market. Press reports, however, suggest that
producers have applied for the distillation of a
iotat of 23 million hectolitres. If these reports
are correct, how is the difference to be explain-
ed? How great is the surplus? Or is the reason
for the difference to be found in the fact that
the distillation grant of 1.58 units of account
per degree of alcohol per hectolitre of wine is
roughly equal to the market price? Is Mr Lar-
dinois not of the opinion that benefits of this
kind can have only a negative inlfuence on
marketing? And if he takes this view, is he
then ready to see that next year some adjust-
ment is made so that the producers themselves
are made to bear more of the responsibility?
In this situation my group has hardly any
choice. Indeed, this applies to many of us here.
Besides, we do not wish to evade our partial
responsibility for the favourable opinions deli-
vered by this Parliament on the wine regulation
now in force and on certain price proposals.
We therefore accept the additional distillation
possibilities that are now to be created.
On the other hand, I think it is also right to
point out that our group gave the alert with
regard to the difficulties on the wine market
at the time that the Memorandum on the adjust-
ment of agricultural policy was being discussed'
I would also point out that after the initiation
of the procedure regarding the latest price pro-
posals we tried, by means of an amendment, to
bring about a lower price increase than has in
the meantime come into force.
Our agreement, however, is subject to certain
reservations. We expect Commission and Par-
liament, including the representatives of the
wine-producing countries, to make joint efforts
to institute a reliable quantitative and qualita-
tive control in wine production. We know very
well that this will only be possible on a gradual
basis; we must give wine-producers time to
adjust to socially responsible behaviour. But if
this joint effort is not made, then too much, in
my opinion, will be demanded of all those coun-
tries which produce no wine but which have to
contribute to the costs of distillation.
The extra 50 million units of account have to
come out of the Guarantee section of the agri-
cultural fund. This, if I have understood cor-
rectly, can take place without an increase in
the budget. Perhaps Mr Lardinois will explain
to us how this is possible. If I remember cor-
rectly, an extra 200 million units of account
was necessary in connection with the price
proposals we discussed a few months ago. On
the basis of a Council decision, a number of
large extra expenditures have been added on
account of various regulations in the animal
sector. Now there is another 25 per cent, I think,
to be added-that makes 50 million extra. Am
I right? Where will that amount be saved, from
expenditure in the milk sector? And how can
that be decided so early in the season? More-
over, I pointed out earlier that the cost of
importing from third countries sugar bought
on the world market is much higher than we
then anticipated. In answer to my oral question
at that time, Mr Scarascia Mugnozza, in the
absence of Mr Lardinois, informed me that a
supplementary budget would be necessary
purely to finance the higher sugar costs. Now,
apparently, we have an additional 50 million
units of account. I would ask Mr Lardinois to
unravel this knot for us today.
Mr President, our group is pleased that this
time no use is being made of the weapon of
Iimitation on wine imports from third countries,
most of them developing countries. And I should
be happy to hear from Mr Lardinois that this
is not to take place in the future either.
Now a comment or two. There is a certain
storage regulation, and I should like to ask Mr
Lardinois whether it is intended to make wider
use of the subsidized storage of better wines
that, for example, are produced in Italy. Why
is there no proposal on this subject?
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This seems to me better than distilling the wine.It is obviously a fact that the export, and even
the subsidized export, of wine to third countries
is much cheaper than distillation. There is some
interest in this, and I should like to know which
countries are interested in it. On the other hand,
we are of the opinion that export opportunities
to countries in Eastern Europe are less desirable
in the prevailing political situation.
I now come to my last remark. We are now
going to distill on a greater scale, and we shall
therefore have large supplies of alcohol, for
which, if I am correctly informed, there is hard-
ly any market. My question is this: what are
we going to do with it? The rumour is going
round that this alcohol is going to be mixed
with benzine and used as fuel. Can Mr Lardinois
tell us something about this? The alcohol is
made with Community money. If any profit
arises out of the sale of this alcohol by Member
States, will this profit find its way back into
the agricultural fund or do the Member States
themselves have to see what they can do with
the alcohol and how they fare? You can see the
strange kind of situation that may arise, and
I must say that this kind of thing is not wholly
beneficial to the Community. We have there-
fore no alternative but to give our agreement
to the short-term measures that the Commission
has now announced: you must, however, under-
stand that this is on the condition that things
are put right.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cointat to speak on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.
Mr Cointat. 
- 
(F) Ladies and gentlemen, Lan-
guedoc wine-growers are irate. Roads have been
blocked. A cathedral and even the European
Community offices have been occupied. Ports
are blockaded. Tax-collection offices have been
raided. A savings-bank has been set on fire.
There is rioting in the streets, violence and
despair have sprung up in the sun.
When your house is on fire you don't worry
about doctrines, regulations or theories. You call
the fire brigade. And everyone does the best
he can. For exceptional events there are excep-
tional rules. The prices for market organizations
are decided at Brussels, but responsibility for
public order lies solely with national govern-
ments. They have to cope and restore calm in
the interests of the Community.
AII Ministers of Agriculture of all the Member
States have, during the last 15 years, been con-
fronted with similar difficulties. And each time
the reaction has been the same: measures of
national preservation have been taken.
Some, for example, have closed their frontiers
for so-called health reasons (and my friend Mr
Lardinois, a veteran in agriculture like myself,
will agree); some, through more or less Com-
munity taxes, have reverted to industrial
autarky (and my Italian friends should take no
offence at what I am saying); others have failed
to apply the regulations with regard to inter-
vention, or have put obstacles in the way of
free circulation (our British colleagues and
others know what I am talking about-we shall
shortly be talking about eggs); others have
applied for exemptions from the regulations
that are in force. Community preference has
sometimes been forgotten. In other words,
everybody is involved. No one should throw
stones when the drama is going on in people's
hearts, for the conflict stems from the people,
not from the French Government.
The Ministers should tlGrefore meet in 'super-
restricted' session to settle the problem. This
is why, dear colleagues, I regret the possibly
somewhat hasty and unpleasant statements that
have been made. It would have been better to
keep calm and propose practical and immediate
measures. The fact is that there is deep disquiet.
Prices have collapsed. In France trade is at a
total halt; wine-growers' incomes are falling;
the common organization of the wine market
has, for five years-let us admit this humbly-
been a total failure. It is holding back European
construction and helping to nourish a negative
atmosphere; it should therefore be changed,
and we ardently hope, like all of you, that
economic union will progress.
I therefore address myself to the Commission
and ask the following question: given this dis-
turbing situation, the result of an ill-adapted
and inadequate system of regulation, what
measures do you intend to propose? Commis-
sioner Lardinois has already given a partial
reply. But I consider that these measures should
be of two kinds. First of all, emergency meas-
ures are necessary to calm the passions. Then
medium-term measures should be taken to
prevent such disastrous situations from repeat-
ing themselves, as they have done since l9?0.
Let us look first at the immediate measures.
The 1974 harvest was abundant. The words
'harvest of the century'have been used. There
is a large surplus and the weaker wines, the
piquettes, have distorted the market in spite
of precautionary distillation. Bad money always
goes after good, and the blending possibilities
have worsened the situation still further by
allowing bad wines to be put on the market.
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You know the result-it is disastrous. How,
then, can this state of affairs be put right?
Under the present regulations-and in the
middle of a season-there is not much choice. If
you will forgive the metaphor, I should say that
once the wine has been tapped, it has to be
drunk, even if it has the bitter taste of anger
and regret. In my view there are only two
possible emergency solutions: on the one hand,
strict application of the regulations, particularly
with regard to storage contracts for good wines,
accompanied-in all producer countries and
particularly in Italy-by a substantial increase
in the storage grants so as to provide adequate
incentives; and, secondly, the purchase of mas-
sive quantities of wine by the Community for
the purposes of distilling it or exporting it at
the intervention threshhold price.
The financial burden would admittedly be very
heavy, but it is now essential in order to quell
the riot and in particular to safeguard a com-
mon agricultural policy which is crumbling
away for lack of the necessary political will.
Let us now consider what fundamental meas-
ures should be taken. The wine regulations are
incapable of regularizing the market; they need
to be radically remodelled and strengthened.
The object should be to improve the extent to
which wine-growers' incomes are guaranteed
and to impose upon them, in return, a certain
discipline as regards both the quantitative
control of wine and the matching of production
to market requirements. For this purpose, and
without going into detail, I would suggest the
following four measures, which could be easily
applied:
First: prohibition of any new plantings on cate-
gory A and B land, i.e., that producing ordinary
table wine, in order to avoid new surpluses. All
European wine-growers should be on the same
footing: it would be wrong to ask some to make
the effort and to leave others to go their own
way.
Second: the creation of an automatic interven-
tion, with guaranteed prices, similar to that
for wheat. On this point I support my colleague
Mr Vetrone: the cereal regulation is the only
fully successful one in the Community; noone
complains about it, neither the French, nor the
Germans nor anyone else. W'e should therefore
draw the obvious conclusion and apply it to
other products. Cereal growers should not be
the agricultural 6lite with wine-growers and
fruit and vegetable producers as their poor
relations.
An automatic intervention system does not
mean that there need be no strengthening of the
storage policy, since a similar provision is made
in the cereal sector in the form of monthly
delivery premiums. In the first few years the
costs would, it is true, be high, but revolution
costs even more.
Thirdly: a 150 hectolitres-per-hectare ceiling on
output. The fact is that quality largely depends
on the quantity produced per hectare. Yields of
over 150 hectolitres per hectare mean either
that there has been over-irrigation or that vines
have been used that have no value. Quantity
should be discouraged to the advantage of ,
quality. Any wine over and above the ceiling
suggested should, compulsorily, go to the boiler
at a price below the guaranteed price.
Fourth and last: the institution of quality-
control at the production stage. At the moment
this control takes place at the marketing stage,
which leaves the door wide open for fraudulent
practices between vineyard and wine merchant.
Blending has thus contributed towards the sale
of low-qualty (7-8o) wines which were by no
means honest products fit for the market. In
exchange for a guaranteed price it is essential
that wines-growers should understand that bad
wines and those at too low a degree of alcohol
should be kept off the market-in their own
interests and in those of the consumerl
Quality control during production is the only
way to overcor.ne this problem. All non-
merchant wines should, compulsorily, go to
distillation, or be used for vinegar, at a price
to be established.
In my view these four measures would help to
regularize a difficult market. By guaranteeing
wine-growers' income, they would make it pos-
sible to institute disciplines for controlling pro-
duction and improving wine quality. The Com-
mission has submitted a number of proposals
which are covered in a report by our colleague
Mr Della Briotta. The proposals are interesting,
but we consider them to be insufficient. They
do not guarantee an income to wine-growers
and will not prevent conflict in the event of
surplus harvests. I would draw the particular
attention of Parliament and the Commission to
this basic aspect of the problem. The men on the
land are not content, the men that produce the
oldest drink in the world are in despair. We
have no right to forget them.
(Applause)
President. I call Mr Cipolla to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Cipolla. 
- 
(f) Mr President and colleagues,
you will forgive me if, instead of offering the
ritual thanks to the committee responsible for
agricultural problems, I address thanks and
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greetings from this House to the winegrowers in
their struggle, whether they be in France or in
Italy. For us Communists, this struggle of the
winegrowers is just, whether they be French, I
repeat, or Italian. The struggle of the French
winegrowers is well known, because it has had
certain dramatic aspects. In Italy there have been
general strikes in certain provinces of Sicily,
radiating from Marsala, and others are an-
nounced.
The object of these struggles is not to set French
winegrowers against Italian winegrowers-
although there are forces at work striving to
achieve this purpose-but to criticize a system of
common agricultural policy, particularly in the
wine sector, responsibility for which lies with
successive governments in Italy and in France.
With French governments because, though hav-
ing a large measure of power in the framing of
the common agricultural policy (as an ex-Minis-
ter of Agriculture, Mr Cointat, you know this
and, incidentally, I have never seen a French
Minister applying the policy of the empty seat
when it was a question of defending the interests
of farmers and winegrowers in the South of
France), they have not known how to make
proper use of it. Grave responsibility also lies
with the Italian Government for not having been
able to provide the necessary protection for its
agriculture and for having accepted, through
culpable weakness, that the ihterests of wine-
growers and other producers in the Mediter-
ranean area, which are the pride of Italian agri-
culture and the most modern and competitive
part of our agricultural sector, be relegated to
second place. Lastly, Mr Lardinois, there is the
responsibility borne by the overall policy
pursued by the Commission. This year 2 per cent
of the Community's budget is allocated to wine-
growing. In 1973 the figure was 0.6 per cent.
And yet people engaged in winegrowing in
France, Italy and Germany total over 2 500 000
and therefore represent one-quarter of all the
Community's agricultural workers. Thus, this
quarter of the Community's agricultural labour-
force receives only 2 per cent of the Com-
munity's agricultural budget.
I agree with you, Mr Cointat, when you say now'
in 19?5, after the winegrowers in the South of
France have finally woken up, that the same
guarantees provided in the cereal regulation,
and I would add in the milk and cheese regula-
tion, should be applied to the wine regulation.
You say this today, but when we said, at the
time that the wine regulation was being discus-
sed, that it was necessary to give the same
protection to winegrowing, we Communists and
some of our Italian colleagues were the only ones
to support this view. You say this now that you
see the discontent and anger-which the French
Government have wrongly attempted to turn to
their own purposes-directed against free
market circulation and against Italian wine. You
should tell French winegrowers that their suc-
cessive governments, les pour:oirs trangais, which
have dominated the Common Agricultural
Policy, have neglected the South of France for
political reasons and because of certain options'
And this is the core of the Common Agricultural
Policy: continental agriculture has been pro-
tected to some extent, but Mediterranean agri-
culture has not. This is not only the origin of
the injustice towards the farmers in the South
of France and in a large part of Italy, but it also
affects the possible enlargement of the Common
Market to other European countries in the
Mediterranean that are now throwing off the
yoke of fascism and which should come to be
part of the European Economic Community.
These conditions of inferiority applying in the
south of Italy and of France are certainly no
incentive to Portugal or Greece or later, as we
hope, Spain, to join the Community.
Last1y there is the responsibility borne by the
line taken in the Common Agricultural Policy.
Atl the regulations in that policy-and Mr
Cointat said this a little while ago-are con-
cerned with the commercial aspect. But putting
agricultural cooperatives, wine cooperatives
and wine merchants on the same Ievel means
giving preference to the strongest and whoever
is most skilful at dodging the regulations and
getting his own way.
Today we see that the Community regulations,
in other sectors too, are all framed in such a
way that out of every three units of account
allocated to the protection of agriculture, one
goes to the farmer, whilst the other two end up
in the'hands of industry, of those engaged in
storage, or of those who receive the export
refunds. If, dear Mr Laban, we do not accept
the principle of giving preference to the farming
organizations in order to reduce the gap between
producer and consumer prices, we shall never
be able to implement a real agricultural policy.
Therefore, honourable colleagues, the problem
raised by the winegrowers is not that of whether
a few million hectolitres are distilled or not, the
problem they raise is that of equality of treat-
ment between Mediterranean producers and
those in the rest of the Community and between
the farmers that are poor and those that are not
so poor, it is the problem of protecting agricul-
tural workers against the commercial exploita-
tion and speculation of the monopolies. The
Community's money should not go to the big
exporters, nor to the big processors, it should go
to the agricultural cooperatives.
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If today in Sicily (my own district),.which is one
of the most backward regions of the Community,
agriculture and winegrowing are developing and
modernizing, it is because the Sicilian area, in
spite of the vetoes that have come from the
Community, has put all its efforts into streng-
thening the wine cooperatives and into develop-
ing winegrowing in such a way as to give the
associated growers advantages over the
merchants. And this has been done in spite of
protests by the merchants and industry. Today
Sicily is producing good-quality wine, of the
same high quality as all wine in regions that
have operated in accordance with this principle.
Lastly, honourable colleagues, I want to say
something about the proposed amendment to the
regulation. I have read the budget for agricul-
tural policy prosented by the Community and,
like my colleagues, I have read the new wine
regulation that has been submitted.
The regulation tabled by the Commission
answers none of the problems raised today by
the movement of the agricultural masses in
France and in Italy. None of these problems is
solved, and it is therefore necessary to make
more radical changes and to establish a principle
-namely, that, if there has to be a control onproduction in order to prevent winegrowing
surpluses, such control must be implemented in
every sector. It is not possible to introduce a
control to prevent surpluses in winegrowing-
assuming that such control as proposed is fair-
and not at the same time implement similar con-
trols in the milk and cheese sector or in other
sectors. This, therefore, is a problem of overall
regulation, involving the responsibility of the
whole agricultural sector, and of the adoption of
an agricultural policy tailored in the interests of
European growers and consumers and not to suit
the speculators and monopolies, as has been the
case up to now. Here I am also referring to the
taxation system mentioned by Mr Vetrone.
It is not right to seek to alter this system by
providing, for example, that in the event of a
meat emergency, the VAT should be reduced in
various countries, even to the point of doing
away with it altogether, when we know that in
order to meet certain requirements in the indus-
trial sectors the tax on table wine is extremely
high.
Lastly, honourable colleagues, I would like to
stress that these events call for thought on our
part and a greater measure of solidarity. Mr
Laban is concerned about the effects on the Com-
munity's budget. Mr Laban should forget about
representing his own country in this House and
should instead remember the Socialist ideals in
the name of which he was elected by his own
countrymen.
The point that comes out strongly from these
demonstrations in the South of France, in Sicily
and in other regions in the South of Italy is that
you cannot proclaim the right to a given income
for agricultural workers in one part of Europe
and forget at the same time that, in other parts,
there are poverty-stricken farmers earning a
pittance. It isn't 15 or 20 million from the
EAGGF budget that will be needed, we shall
want hundreds of millions or even thousands of
miilions of units of account if we really want
Europe, whether in general policy options or in
those concerning the whole sector of the Com-
munity, to be in a position to pursue a truly
unified policy.
It is, in fact, selfishness that is destroying the
solidarity of Europe. It is national egotism that
has bred the situations we are now witnessing.
It is individual speculation, Mr Cointat, that is
responsible for the fact that within the same
agricultural country certain farmers are heeded
rather than others. The measures taken in the
name of the farmers have thus benefited not the
farmers but forces that are not agricultural, as is
the case with the wine regulation, the regulation
on milk and cheese products and the regulation
on cereals. This must be borne in mind when
considering recent demonstrations of agricultural
discontent, such as the occupation of cathedrals
and the sacking of public offices.
To attribute these events to the fact that the
wine-growing year was propitious both in Italy
and in France and that we are therefore saddled
with over-production indicates a failure to under-
stand the process that the labour forces, of which
agricultural workers are a major component, are
now in 1975 intent on setting in motion. We
must consider what road to take. We shall
examine the proposals and I hope that all those
who have shown good will in solving the prob-
lem will have the courage to subject the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy to severe criticism and
propose a change in trend that will put a1l
categories of agricultural workers on the same
footing, not only in the legitimate interests of the
workers of the world but also in the interests of
Europe's economic and political development.
(Applause from the benches oJ the Communist
and Allies Group)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Della Briotta to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Della Briotta. 
- 
(l) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, this wine question, or this wine war,
as it is now described by the international press,
is the direct outcome of the winegrowing crisis
arising out of the, by no means exemplary,
operation of the Common Agricultural Market.
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The wine crisis is, for the most part, a crisis of
overproduction, due to a sharp increase in wine-
growing both in the areas entitled to use the
Iabel of origin and outside them, sometimes with
EAGGF grants, and to an improvement in wine-
growing systems and techniques (irrigation,
chemical fertilizers and new pest-control
techniques). Replantings involving crop special-
ization and the replacement of hill and coastal
sites, with their high costs and restricted but
high-quality production, by vineyards on plain-
land which is more suitable for industrial grow-
ing techniques with abundant and rising yields,
are part of this same picture.
At the same time there has been a steep increase
in imports (from about 3 million hectolitres in
L972 to about 7 million in 1973) without any
corresponding increase in exports to third coun-
tries-in fact, there has been some levelling off
in demand..
There can be little surprise, therefore, at the
initial sluggishness in prices and then, from
April 19?4 onwards, the steep fall as a result of
the plentiful 1973 harvest. To make the situation
worse, there was t}re dizzy increase in production
costs (fertilizers, machinery, pest-control pro-
ducts and labour) whilst wine-consumers'
incomes, hit by inflation, accentuated the inertia
of the market. Given all this, it is easy to under-
stand the anger of French winegrowers that
broke out in a veritable agricultural war and has
shaken the South of France, although
undoubtedly magnified and utilized for purposes
of that country's domestic policy.
It can be understood, but it must be added that
the methods of the agricultural jacqueries can-
not be the most suitable way of solving the
income problems of agricultural workers in our
countries and in our time. For my part, as a
Socialist and an Italian, I feel that the last thing
to do is to set Italian and French farmers at each
other's throats.
There certainly has been a violation of the
Treaty; Mr Laban has spoken on this point on
behalf of my group. Also, the French Minister
of Agriculture has himself disposed of any legal
subtleties by saying he was ready to pay for the
damage. If the French Government has chosen
the path of the fait accompli, I think it is point-
less to discuss the problem of who has violated
the regulations, and it should go on record that
my country has not added fuel to the fire. It is
clear that the 19?0 regulations are unsatisfactory
and have to be changed, because they have not
kept pace with the changes in the market to
which I referred at the outset. It is just as clear
that, speaking on behalf of the European
Socialist Group, I cannot accept the logic that
would have the difficulties that have arisen in
Italy with the coming of the Common Market
resolved at the expense of French winegrowers.
Nevertheless, it is inadmissible that tension
should be allowed to grow in the South of France
without the French Government's explaining
publicly what were the advantages derived by
French cattlefarming from sales in Italy, which,
in the last 18 months, have reduced the cream
of the cattle farms in the Po Valley to a situation
of crisis. I think Mr Cointat is familiar with
these things, for he is mayor of Fougdre, the
biggest beef and veal market in France and a
town whose name is on the Iips of all Italian
importers. In December 1974, 100 000 head were
imported by Italy and the commercial and agri-
cultural balance in trade between Italy and
France was a little less than I 000 million dollars
in 1974.
So the wrong road was taken (and I wonder
what the reason was, if any) instead of Italian
and French winegrowers joining together to
have the 1970 regulation changed in order,
ultimately, to arrive at a more equitable organ-
ization of the wine market-I repeat, more equit-
able and not more favourable.
Why did the 1970 organization of the market
not work?
Was it because there was no wish to offer wine
the same guarantees of automatic intervention
already sanctioned for cereals and for milk and
cheese?-Because, in a1l honesty, it should be
recognized that Mediterranean products are in
fact treated with no regard or with less regard
than those of the north and the north-east of the
Community. We therefore threw away this
opportunity of having a new debate that would
eliminate economic protectionism and any form
of outdated chauvinism. It is clear to me, and it
should be clear to all, that accepting the political
necessity of opening our doors to products from
other countries in the Community and countries
rvith whom we have special agreements implies
that we accept the principle that everyone(including those who sell industrial products)
should foot the bill for the consequences, e. 9.,
those of distilling those quantities of wine that
are sacrificed in favour of wine that is imported.
But at the same time EAGGF Guarantee spend-
ing needs to be rebalanced. The time has come
to tell winegrowers the truth, including the
French winegrowers, who are mistakenly quar-
relling with their fellow growers in Italy, and
the truth is that intervention for butter is
automatic, as it is for meat, whereas every distil-
lation campaign for surplus wine requires
endless debate in the Council.
It should also be explained to French wine-
growers that there is little or no purpose to be
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served in closing the frontier to Italian wine,
because, in the long run, their difficulties will
remain, even without this competition, precisely
because wine has not received the same treat-
ment as other products.
What should be done, then, if we are not to
remain on this footing of customs warfare of a
bygone age?
I think it would be possible to accept greater
strictness in plantings, reducing them to the real
winegrowing areas; a selective quality policy'
using more grapejuice in order to save sugar;
and vigorous action to stamp out adulterated
wines. And all this needs to be done under
Community rules that are not or cannot be
disputed as can similar national regulations. As
a counterpart to this, however, an organization
of the market needs to be developed that is more
favourable to wine-producers, with early
measures to lighten the market at the beginning
of the season. And together we need to look for
new outlets-with rebates if necessary.
For the time being the distillation of 5 million
hectolitres may be regarded as a useful measure'
but it is still rather like the bloodletting remedy
that doctors used to prescribe a century ago,
since it has not been decided what we should
then do with the alcohol produced. For my part
I would recommend, as a suitable and sup-
plementary measure, assistance for wine storage,
particularly in view of the balancing out
between years of big and small harvests, borne
out by experience in recent years. The basic
problem is therefore that of making provision, by
intervention support measures, against possible
or foreseeable market difficulties, as happens in
the case of cereals and milk and cheese, allowing
for the differences implied by the nature of the
products and the different impact of the activ-
ities, but not forgetting that wine still accounts
for 60/o of the Community's agricultural end-
products, that vineyards cover 4alo of the total
agricultural area and that this product received
2.4, 0.3 and 20lo of the support expenditures
allocated to the EAGGF, Guarantee Section, in
1972, L973 and 1974 respectively. In 1973, 39.2o/o
went to milk, for a final production equivalent
to 190/o of Community agricultural production.
I should also like to make a few comments,
addressed to my French colleagues, with par-
ticular reference to what has been said in recent
weeks.
Geographical reality cannot be altered. Italy's
situation as a wine-growing land is a fact and
cannot be disputed. In spite of its shortcomings
in the past, Italian wines are now establishing a
hold on markets in competition with French
wines, even in the high-quality categories. This
market competition may lead to some quantita-
tive changes in certain French marginal positions
as regards table wines in favour of Italian wines,
which are more competitive in price. Together,
French and Italian wine-growers, resisting the
temptation to resort to violence, which is
exploited for other and alien purposes, should
take a common stand on the basis of their
present output, limit new plantings at least until
large new foreign markets are opened up, and
bring the vineyards back to their proper environ-
ment-the hills and sloping land, where the wine
produced has never had to be sent for distil-
lation.
This is also the request that I would address to
the Commission. It is in the hills that the small
enterprises can find a living, based true enough
on mixed crops but indispensable for maintain-
ing the vitality of a socio-agrarian structure
which has been, and can still be, such an
important part of the life of whole regions in
our Community. On the level country there is
room for the big enterprises, which apparently
produce at lower cost but then land us in these
situations with declining production. Perhaps,
my dear colleagues, in the EAGGF archives we
could find many reasons for the present trouble.
Hundreds and thousands of small enterprises
have got into serious difficulties for having fol-
lowed a policy that is wrong, at least as far as
the rationalization of wine-growing is concerned,
as though only the Rothschilds and Ricasoli knew
how to produce wine in Europe.
This ugly wine war wiII at least have helped us
to think anew about these problems.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Liogier.
Mr Liogier. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, our group is grateful to our Italian
colleagues, Mr Vetrone and his friends, for the
moderation and fairness of view which emerge
from the three-part Oral Question with debate,
No 0-7175, which they have put to the Commis-
sion and which, in conjunction with our own,
among others, has given rise to this debate.
Paragraph 2 of the question, however, calls for
certain comments on our part. In September-
October 1974 a phenomenon emerged which was
to gather momentum from month to month. This
was the importation into France of good-quality
Italian wines, in most cases at a price below the
distillation price, since it was about Frs. 7 per
degree-hectolitre. A precise figure of Frs. 7.32
has in fact been cited for Sdte, whereas the inter-
vention threshold, in the form of distillation or
otherwise, is at Frs. 8.87, I believe. Between
September 1974 and February 1975 three million
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hectolitres were imported in this way, mostly for
direct consumption, so that merchants practically
brought their purchases on French territory to
a ha1t.
Why such a massive volume of exports, in ab-
normal quantities, over so short a period and at an
inadmissible price-a clearance price, one might
say?-Primarily because the notion of a storage
contract is unknown in Italy, in contrast to
France. Italian wine-growers therefore have
compelling cash-flow requirements and are more
or less obliged to look for rapid and massive
sales abroad at prices out of all proportion to
costs. However, though Italian wine-growers are
unfortunately forced into such practices-and
France is in no way to blame for this-French
wine-growers understandably cannot accept
responsibility for this state of affairs. They are
nevertheless expected to bear the disastrous con-
sequences, with the bottom falling out of the
market and wine-stores filled to overflowing.
These are the reasons for their explosion of
anger, particularly since the flow of imports has
done nothing but increase since February.
We understand, of course, Italy's need to export
part of her output but such-as regards prices
and the quantities sent-anarchical exports
should not be made to another wine-producing
Member State-one which, to be fair, has never,
no matter how much wine was produced, upset
the Italian wine-market.
It should not be forgotten that before any
substantial Community aid was invoked, either
for storage or distillation, France had, during the
recent years of surplus, distilled large quantities
of table-wine whilst importing similar quantities
from Italy, which means that France shouldered
virtually the entire responsibility of keeping
Community production at a balanced level.
Again, a short time ago, France accepted the
obligation to blend only with wine produced in
the Community. But everyone knows that
practically aII blending-wines, which generally
have to have a high degree of alcohol, come
from the south of Italy, which therefore derives
a considerable advantage-that we have not
questioned-from this arrangement. As a result,
imports of Italian wine into France have
increased considerably. This is a fact-Italy must
have realized this herself, and certainly has no
reason to complain.
My purpose in saying all this is not to add fuel
to the fire-quite the contrary. What I want to
do is to prove to our Italian firends that it was
never our intention to bully them. We cannot,
in any case, forget that in the agricultural field
they are among our best customers. Like us, they
suffer from the poor organization of markets, the
structural inadequacy of producers' associations
and, above all else, from the absence of Com-
munity regulations providing them with
effective protection.
What has happened in France this year? After
ten years of harvests producing an average of
65 million hectolitres, the L974-75 harvest
produced 83 million; nevertheless, production in
the previous year had already reached the figure
of 76 million hectolitres.
This meant that large amounts had been brought
forward from one year to the next, with the
corresponding restorage premiums, the con-
silmption of wine in France tending if anything
to decline. Moreover, because of the very bad
conditions, caused by torrential rains, in which
the last few harvests had been gathered, wine
quality was very low indeed, with millions of
hectolitres of piquette often at under ?o.
In the presence of these surpluses, the distilla-
tion of this low-quality wine became an urgent
necessity so that only good-quality wines should
be put on the market or kept in stock. Our group
therefore sounded the alert at the very opening
of the season and has done so many times since,
but unfortunately without any immediate suc-
cess. Indeed, contrary to all expectations, the
marketing-year began in a state of euphoria,
since the trade was able to buy these poor-
quality wines at unhoped- for low prices.
This was all_ the more remarkable since they
could not be released for consumption as they
were but needed at least to be blended to give
a quality wine. Delighted with the windfall,
producers disposed of part of their bad wine at
this price, but unfortunately it was only a flash
in the pan. The Commission authorized the
French Government to distill 1.5 million hecto-
litres on a basis of Frs. 7.32 per degree-hectolitre,
a very fair price for wine at under 70. Unfor-
tunately the operation covered no more than
200 thousand hectolitres, and that only with
some difficulty.
Application was then made for distilling current
consumption wines, and this was obtained at a
price of Frs. 8.78, which is very close to the
intervention threshold, but with the imposition
of a ceiling limiting the expenditure to 2 300 000
hectolitres whereas applications from French
wine-growers alone exceeded 10 million hecto-
litres. Finally, France obtained agreement for
the distillation of a further 1 500 000 hectolitres
of wine between 7 and 8.5o, but at its own exclu-
sive costs and without any Community aid.
It is therefore clear that in spite of storage and
the relevant premiums-which, incidentally,
should be increased slightly to make them more
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attractive-in spite of the restorage for which
incentives may be given at the end of the
season, prices will remain pitifully low if heavy
surpluses are not eliminated, either by export-
ing-and we can understand that this is not
easy-or, in particular, by unlimited distillation.
This will doubtless cost a fair amount for this
year at least, but, all the same, wine-producers
have the right to earn a decent Iiving from the
fruits of their labours and should not have to
bear alone the consequences of a lack of organ-
ization that is not their fault.
Admittedly, present weather conditions and the
spring frosts that may still occur suggest that
the next harvest will be in deficit. The fact
remains that Community production of ordinary
table-wine is tending towards the accumulation
of a large-scale structural surplus. Hence the
need for a sound overall organization of produc-
tion, since Regulation No 816/70 has proved
ineffective.
The Commission has just submitted the text of
a new regulation for our consideration and this
is now being studied by our Committee on Agri-
culture. This new regulation, for which we have
been clamouring unceasingly for years, contains
certain good provisions but does not fully satisfy
us in its present form.
In particular, it seems to us essential that the
Community's financial solidarity should be as
effective in the wine sector as it is in other
major production sectors such as cereals. Neither
could we accept a regulation which allows, as
is the case at present, imports at a lower price
than the Community distillation price; in other
words, trade in wine within the Community
should be at price-levels at least equivalent to
intervention threshholds.
As regards Community preference, this should
be respected and observed in the wine sector as
it is in others. We therefore agree with the
request of various trade organizations that in the
present circumstances no more wine be imported
from third countries if this endangers the
observance of this principle. This would mean
suspending, for the moment, the negotiations
under way with the Mediterranean countries.
The trade is also worried about its future, the
primary problem being the reabsorption of what
are now structural surpluses. This reabsorption
can be achieved only by measures amounting to
a policy of quality, with a limit on yield per
hectare and strict rules on planting, which might
eventually mean delineating wine-growing areas
and prohibiting wine-growing outside them.
There is much land in France and in Italy where
it is impossible to cultivate anything but grapes.
On the other hand, wine-growing is also the
practice in many areas where the land is more
suited to other crops, and it has to be recognized
that it is generally on this type of land, which is
usually flat, that the high yields are sought for
which distillation intervention subsequently has
to be invoked, to the detriment of everyone.
For tomorrow, therefore, the solution to the
problem inevitably entails compulsory distilla-
tion at a relatively low price, at the beginning
of the marketing year, of very weak wines and
particularly of the fraction of the harvest over
and above normal yields, because this excess
tonnage is a drag on the market and distorts it
from the start. It also entails the general use of
storage, which is the only way to regularize the
market, and greater supervision by the Commis-
sion in order to eradicate fraudulent practices.
To conclude, I would like to turn again to our
Italian friends and say to them: Do not let us be
divided by a passing quarrel! However distres-
sing, it is none the less a sign of serious trouble
on both sides of the frontier-on your side
because your producers find they have to export
their wine to us at a ludicrous price which I
would almost describe as indecent; on ours
because our producers are being correspondingly
ruined by declining sales and tumbling prices,
which explains their anger. We both have our
wine problems and our interests are closely
linked, although this may not appear to be the
case at the moment.
A new regulation has been proposed. I am sure
we can agree to improve it together in order to
guarantee to Italian and French producers the
income, the fruits of their work, to which they
have a rightful claim. I also hope that your wine-
producer associations and ours will achieve the
same close relations of confidence as those
already existing between the fruit and vegetable
producers in our respective countries. This is
essential for mutual understanding and in order
to put an end to suspicion and resentment. Above
all, let us not forget that unity is strength.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Marras.
Mr Marras. 
- 
(l) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, in spite of my weak French I think I
am right in translating 'Midi' as'Mezzogiorno'.
The fact is that the areas that are particularly
badly hit are the southern regions of the two
countries concerned in this matter, in Italy's
case: Apulia, Sicily and Sardinia-my own home.
The Corriere della Sero, the Italian bourgeois
paper and voice of the Italian governing classes,
yesterday described the situation in these terms:
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'France declares war on Italian wine'. We reject
this interpretation and we will not help to
nourish a war of the poor, a war of workers and
of producers. Our internationalism, our doctrine
enable us to understand that the incomes of
Italian and French wine-growers have today
been badly hit. French and Italian alike are
victims of a situation for which the dominant
classes and their governments-which, if we
look deep enough, are very much the same-are
responsible. In this case they are the victims of
a Community agricultural policy whose radical
revision we still lack the courage and strength
to propose, although, sooner or later, the pres-
sure of facts and events will force this upon us.
Other colleagues have raised this problem, but,
in my view, they have maintained a sectoral
standpoint. To Mr Vetrone and Mr Della Briotta
I would say that whilst the present regulation on
wine is not satisfactory and whilst we should
strive to change it, such a change is possible only
as part of a more general review of the whole
of the Community's agricultural policy, to which
they themselves have referred, and in the morejust and equitable relationship that should be
created between crop and animal production
and between Continental and Mediterranean
production. Moreover, the figures quoted by Mr
Cipolla in a more national view of the problem,
for example the fact that over 2 million land
workers in the Community obtain the major part
of their income from wine-growing and that
they benefit from hardly 2 per cent of the ample
funds available in the EAGGF, show how badly
distorted is the basis of Community agricultural
policy.
The ideas that have been put forward on this
subject, to which Commissioner Lardinois refer-
red this morning, but which the specialized
press has described in fuller detail, concerning
the changes that might be made to the wine
regulation, do not, I must say, completely con-
vince me, because this approach to the Com-
munity wine-growing problem is founded on the
assumption that the way out of the crisis is to
reduce production and prevent expansion in
wine-growing.-All in all, a sort of Malthusian
operation whose advocates seem to forget that,
for this product too, it is necessary to enable the
market to expand. Our French colleague quite
rightly reminded us a little while ago that this
beverage was handed down to us by Noah
himself, the father-as some maintain-of all
humanity. And so, if the large geographical
areas of the world had to be identified by a
characteristic product-the boundless grasslands
in America and the vast rice-growing areas in
Asia-the Community's characteristic product,
amounting to over 80 per cent of world produc-
tion, appears to me to be the wine of the grape.
It is therefore a product which calls not for
Malthusian arguments and theories, but for
theories based on market expansion and on the
conviction that huge masses of consumers, parti-
cularly wage-earners, find this beverage out of
reach because their incomes are too small.
And I would add that if there were greater
efficiency in other directions and if, for example,
efforts to stamp out wine adulteration were
made as effectively as they should be and with-
out worrying about conflicting with big financial
interests, there would probably be no problem of
overproduction even in years of plenty.
But we do not have the courage to operate
effectively in these sectors. We give another
example of ineffectiveness when we launch a
regional policy that we think we can entrust
solely to the tall chimneys of the factories in the
desert, as they are often called, without think-
ing that wine-growing is, for some of the regions
involved in regional policy (like our Mezzo-
giorno, or my own Sardinia), one of the points of
strength in the renewal and improvement of the
population's general conditions of life. If this
is not understood I wonder what type of policy
we can frame for the south, for wine production
can, because of the high income it is in a posi-
tion to provide in certain conditions, be one of
the basic elements of regional policy or other
policies to be introduced in favour of rural areas.
This is my opinion, Mr President. Because of
this, our criticisms of the governments of the
two countries for the responsibility they bear
are still unshaken and severe, and so are our
criticisms of the wine policy of the European
Community, which, we repeat, should be
urgently and radically reviewed.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lagorce.
Mr Lagorce. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we have now considered the wine
question at length from the economic, political,
technical and legal viewpoints. What I should
like to say relates to a different viewpoint that
has perhaps been somewhat neglected-the
human viewpoint.
Whereas previously a bad harvest causing priva-
tion or even famine was normally regarded as a
disaster, the situation in our present world of
paradox is such that it is the good harvest that
is the disaster. This is what has happened with
regard to wine in France, where, because of two
exceptional harvests in 1973 and 1974, there were
100 million hectolitres of wine in the stores of
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our French wine-growers at the beginning of
this year waiting for buyers to show up.
As a result, French wine-growers, primarily
those in the South of France, who produce 45
per cent of the French harvest, are heavily in
debt; their cooperatives can no longer pay them,
and they are anxiously wondering how they will
be able to sustain their families. And it is when
they are on the brink of despair that they see the
French market flooded by massive imports of
wine from Italy-wine from Italy, I say, and not
Italian wine-bought by merchants at lower
prices than their own. Can there be any surprise,
therefore, at the anger of these wine-growers,
mainly family businesses, and at their violent
reactions to what they regard, in the disastrous
situation they are in, as a provocation? In these
circumstances they obtained a decision to
suspend imports of Italian wine, a decision which
the French Government had no alternative but
to make its own.
Placed before this foit accompli-it cannot be
called anything else-the Commission at the
request of the Italian Government decided to
make an urgent appeal to the Court of Justice
against what it regards as a violation of Com-
munity regulations.
The first thing one might ask is whether this
threat of sanctions against France is likely to
contribute to a ddtente or armistice between the
two parties in this wine war pending the
achievement of the lasting peace that we all
desire. Next, one might ask whether many
earlier violations of Community treaties and
regulations might not be exposed and con-
demned. But, in the desire for appeasement, I do
not propose to go back over the old grudges
which Community wine-growers might have
against one another, the main reason being that
the French wine-growers' quarrel is not with
Italian wine-growers, for they know that they
too, like them, have to work hard for an income
which is far from adequate: it is the organs of
the Community and primarily the Commission
that they censure for having set up a regulation
which does not satisfy them because it has failed
to prevent the disastrous imbalance in today's
wine market.
Like our colleague Mr Vetrone, both Italian and
French wine-growers consider they are wronged
by comparison with agricultural producers in
other sectors who enjoy more effective protec-
tion and support. At all events, wine-growers
in the South of France, producers of blending-
wines with no external outlets and a contracting
domestic market, found themselves faced with
what they considered to be unfair competition
and they reacted with the words, 'AlI the
Government has to do is invoke the safeguard
clause or Article 43'.
What must be clearly understood, because it
does not seem to be generally known, is that
wine in France is under supervision and that
wine-growing is under strict control. Land is
properly registered, so that you cannot plant
anything you want anywhere you iike. There
are many controls, and taxation is heavy. Apart
from the 17.86 per cent VAT, there is a 'circula-
tion duty' of Frs. 9 per degree-hectolitre-
slightly higher than the price offered for table
wines.
I therefore ask the Commission: Is it the same
elsewhere? If it is not, if wine-growing regula-
tions are not similar in all wine-growing coun-
tries, then we urgently need to harmonize them
so that neither French, nor Italian, nor other
wine-growers any longer have anything to
reproach each other with.
As regards the cyclical measures announced by
Commissioner Lardinois in order to reorganize
the maiket, I can but agree, particularly with
what is provided for the wines that are hit-the
opening of a new distillation quota-provided
that it is really the low-quality wines that are
distilled. There again, strict control is essential.
I also support the measures suggested by my col-
leagues Mr Cointat and Mr Della Briotta, parti-
cularly those which would help to ensure high-
quality production.
Similarly, we can agree to the incentives for
exports to third countries. Even if these have to
be postponed for the moment, for reasons of
political expendiency, they still remain useful
measures for the future.
There may be other solutions to solve this crisis.
An effort of imagination could perhaps come
from the Commission, and Member States should
also take measures at the national level. In
France's case, for example, the scandalously
high VAT on wine might be reduced or a wine
board be set up as a market-regulating body as
proposed by the Socialist Group in the French
National Assembly.
At all events, wine production must be kept
within healthy limits and the necessary markets
must be secured so that French and Italian
wine-growers may receive a fair and reasonable
remuneration for their labours. In this way the
Treaty of Rome will be properly observed, for
though some punctilious critics forget this, th-e
Treaty lays down that parity should be achieved
between incomes in agriculture and those of
other socio-economic groups. But once these
regulations are created it is necessary for them
to be observed equally by all. Could the Com-
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mission, which would be incapable of this en-
forcement r6le itself, then count on the goodwill,
on the Community will, of the Member States?
That puts the question but it does not, unfortun-
ately, answer it, does it?
And yet this is the only way to safeguard the
very existence of the Agricultural Common
Market-the keystone of the construction of
Europe. What must not be forgotten is that if
wine-growers in the South of France now
blocking the roads and clashing with police in
front of the Prlfectures are forced into the
realization that the Common Market is incapable
of improving their lot beyond that of their
fathers, they will write it off as useless and even
harmful and wiII dissociate themselves perma-
nently from Europe-to be followed tomorrow,
no doubt, by other agricultural groups.
To conclude, I would make a suggestion. There
is an old French proverb which says that you
are never so well served as when you serve
yourself. Why, then, should we not call in the
people concerned themselves? Why should
French and Italian wine-growers, together with
other wine-growers in the Community, delegated
by the main organizations and trade unions in
the industry, not meet around the same table
to compare viewpoints and work out together
the kind of organization they feel would be best
for their trade and capable of protecting their
interests-which, whatever some people say,
are common interests-in such a way as to
provide inspiration for the decisions taken by
the Commission, which would then cease to be
a convenient scapegoat for them?
But this suggestion for cooperation is probably
too simple, too childish even, to merit any atten-
tion. Decisions are already being taken and have
been taken at Brussels without giving the
French wine-growers concerned any feeling of
having been understood or heard as they would
have wished. Perhaps I may therefore be
allowed to say that it is never too late to mend,
for the truth is that everything humanly pos-
sible should be attempted in the interests of
all, and in the interests of Europe, to prevent
any further harvests, under Italian or French
skies alike, of the grapes of wrath.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lemoine.
Mr Lemoine. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, our debate on the situation in the
wine sector is taking place when tens of
thousands of French wine-growers are giving
vent to their anger, yet another indication of
the gravity of the crisis now shaking our com-
mon agricultural policy.
The economic crisis that is now affecting the
capitalist countries cannot fail to have repercus-
sions on the Community, and the Common
Agricultural Market is a permanent illustration
of this. A little time ago, because of cattle-
farmers' protests, measures were taken to halt
imports of beef and veal. More recently, French
and British fishermen were fighting against
excessive imports of fish from third countries
and certain Community countries. Then British
farmers were up in arms because of the invasion
of eggs from France or elsewhere. Today wine
problems are in the foreground, and, at the rate
things are going, this is not the last item on the
list.
There is, I need not tell you, much that might
be said about the road taken by the Common
Agricultural Market, about what some call its
failure in certain areas and about the mounting
Ievel of complaint now arising on all sides. I
believe we shall be discussing this at our part-
session in May, during the debate on the budget,
but in any case, in view of the seriousness of
the situation it will be necessary for our Assem-
bly to devote the necessary time to the subject.
I should now like to indicate our position on
the problem raised by the oral questions
addressed to the Commission, firstly because it
affects hundreds of thousands of wine-growers
for whom wine production is their only source
of income, and secondly because the strength
and solidarity of their movement has forced the
French Government to take a number of meas-
ures which, although provisional and verbal, are
none the less an implicit admission of the basic
harmfulness of the European wine regulation.
This means that another policy has to be
framed, and framed quickly, if we do not want
these economic disorders to continue and wor-
sen. What is the situation facing us at the mo-
ment ? It is clear that for as long as harvests
in France and Italiy remained within the aver-
age volume of requirements, the free circula-
tion of wine did not disturb the market. But in
recent years we have had very abundant har-
vests; indeed, poor harvests are becoming
increasingly rare. What the Communists had
forecast, therefore, has happened: foreign wine,
thanks to its low price, crosses the frontier, adds
to our surplus and so drags down domestic
prices, which in France have been reduced
almost to the 1968 level whereas operating costs
have gone up three times ; finally, with the
next harvest only five months away, our cellars
and wine-stores are filled with nearly 30 mil-
lion hectolitres of wine.
The French wine-growing sector, largely based
on family entreprises, is badly hit and threa-
tened. The cooperative structure, which up to
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now has ensured the survival of this type of viti-
culture, is now itself suffering the consequences
of the present economic disorder. When we
discuss this problem, and the campaigns being
waged by the wine-growers, we must therefore
understand that it is not merely a matter of
prices but a question of their right to work and
the protection of their place in society. This
was the first comment I had to make.
The seond is that the French wine crisis is only
one aspect of the crisis through which our coun-
try, like all the Community countries, is pas-
sing. Its final solution, therefore, will depend
on the fundamental changes that are proposed,
particularly in our country, by the common
programme. We do not think that authorizing
an increase of 8 centimes in the retail price of
wine is the best answer. Experience shows that
this type of increase granted to the distributors
never or hardly ever benefits wine-growers. In
our view it would have been better to reduce
the VAT from 17 to 7 per cent, because that
would have made it easier to raise production
prices without ill effects on the consumer. At
all events, it is clear that the state of the French
wine-growing economy calls for specific meas-
ures which the Communists have long been
demanding.
We do not think that the interests of the small
Italian wine-growers are opposed to those of
French winegrowers. They, too, are victims of
a policy contrary to their interests, a policy
largely controlled by big business. What has
to be done, therefore, is to revise the operating
rules of the European market in order to
ensure proper conditions for the free circula-
tion of wine and the effective application of
identical disciplines and rules for wine produc-
tion and marketing, coupled with the setting
up of market organizations in all producer
countries in the Community, including the
provisional release of a certain quota per hec-
tare of land under vine, this implying a census,
control of plantings, a ceiling in relation to the
harvest and market requirements, and a stag-
gered pattern of sales.
We also think that a reasonable purchasing-
power should be guaranteed at production
level, which would mean that the prices fixed
in Brussels would have to be supplemented by
Community or national measures in order tb
offset losses in income due to frozen prices.
Whilst we consider distillation to be essential
in exceptional periods such as the present and
whilst we approve the no-limit distillation
measures that have been announced, we con-
sider that they should take place at the start
of the season in order to withdraw low-quality
or weak wines from the market.
But let us be under no illusions. Neither in
France nor in Italy do we have the technical
capacity to disti[ such quantities unless we
distill throughout the year. The Commission
should appreciate that it would cost the Com-
munity less to pay export refunds than to meet
the distillation bill.
Another aspect I want to refer to today, because
it will eventually arise, is the study of measures
regarding new plantings, yietrd ceilings and the
production figure per vineyard qualifying for
the sales guarantee and a minimum price. It is
clear that the cooperation of the wine-growing
cooperatives will be necessary if a sound organ-
ization of the wine-market is to be brought
about. But this implies, of necess,ity, that they
must be given the mearls thereto, as regards
both guaranteeing a minimum price and the
volume of wine necessary to meet market
requirements.
This package of measures could be the first
step in an effective wine-growing poiicy capable
of providing security for the family-type wine-
growers in the Community. Once again we
would point out how wrong it would be for the
Community and for Member States to ignore
the existence of national interests, which make
themselves felt in many spheres and are reflected
by measures in the Community or outside the
Community taken under determined pressure
from the victims of this policy.
To conclude, I would like to say that, with
regard to the proposals that are or will be made
to them, wine-growers will judge them on their
merits-in other words, on what is actually
done.
The fact is that they are increasingly conscious
that they have to rely, above all, on their own
initiative, as illustrated by the action taken by
wine-growers in the South of France. As far
as the Communists are concerned, they will
continue to give their full support to this strug-
gle for the protection and prosperity of these
millions of workers in Italy and in France who
hope for a better living from the fruits of their
labour.
(Applause)
IN THE CHAIR: MR BURGBACHER
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bersani.
Mr Bersani. 
- 
(I) Mr President, ladies and gent-
lemen, like many colleagues I also think that
today we have an excellent opportunity to think
again about a number of problems that are
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upstream of the matter-though so urgent and
important-which is our immedi,ate concern.
When the wine regulation was approved by
the Parliament in 1969, speaking in the debate
along with other colleagues, I took the opportun-
ity to say that I disagreed with the basic
mechanism. The fact was (and this argument
applied then and still applies to fruit-farming)
that it placed this sector, unjustly, in an
unbalanced situation when compared with others
as regards the guarantees offered to producers.
These problems are now coming to the surface.
Very soon afterwands, in 1971, there was a
surplus in production and we found ourselves
faced with situations similar to the present one.
Frontiers were blocked, tankers were overturned
and, in Bezidre, 'war was declared on Italian
wines'. Through a series of fortunate circum-
stances some of us were in a position to take
certain pacifying action which quickly solved
the problem. Together with Francis Vals, our
late c'olleague and friend, I myself strove to
make contract with French and Italian pro-
ducers' organizations in order to arrange a meet-
ing a few days later in our pnesence. After five
days of discussion an agneement was reached
which has since bee,n administered by a joint
committee. During the five years, this committee
has managed to solve various difficult situations,
particularly in 1974.
However, even during the course of that action,
which helped to defuse a situation almost as
explosive as the present one, we could perceive
the basic defects engendered by the crisis and
also the utility of involving producers' represent-
atives directly in the search for solutions.
The problem is again before us. In addition, there
are certain new developments that I should like
to outline briefly since they have been merely
touched upon by some colleagues. Above all
there is the way agriculture is developi,ng in the
Mediterranean. A complex network of inter-
n,ational agree,rnents, of direct concer,n to the
EEC and some fourteen countries on the shores
of the Mediterranean, has come into being to
the detriment of the greater part of producers
in the largely Italian but also French southern
areas of the Community. To a large extent they
have found themselves having to pay the con-
sequences of over 70 Coorrmunity trade agree-
ments in this area and 'not only in this area,
since a large part of the Yaound6 Convention
and now the Lom6 Convention concerns fruit-
farming products or tropical products si,milar
to those produced in Italy and Southern France.
The Community has made three agreements witJr
Egypt, four with fsrael, 16 with the three
Maghreb countries, three with Portugal, two
with Spain, two with Malta, four with Cyprus,
three with the Lebanon, two with Yugoslavia,
four with the Ivory Coast, and so on.
Now there is no doubt-and I am the first to
uphold this view-that we shoutrd not leave the
business of protecting the interests of producers
in the Community's southern areas to countries
that are far poorer and economically far weaker
than our own. I consider, however, that, for
urgent reasons of equilibrium and justice, we
must find a mechanism whereby the weakest do
not have to foot the bill for the advantages that,
primarily, the strongest regions of the Commun-
ity derive from these agreements.
The problem, however, has developed and is
likely to grow as developments in this policy
of international solidarity-in themselves posit-
ive and desirable-progress from stage to stage.
Whilst we have these developments to cope
with, it is plain that the moment has arrived
to re-establish that principle of equilibrium
which led us, at the time, to frame our Common
Agricultural Policy ; how can we help remember-
ing, here, the solemn .declarations on Gleich-
geraich.t as the basis of all our 'guarantee' policy?
But in this sector, as in the fruit-farming sector,
this principle has beerr so badly hit that, if we
do not succed in finding a way to restore it
very quickly with, admittedly, the necessary
adjushnents, 8Dy hope of finding a solution
acceptable to the producers will be vain.
Various colleagues have already pointed out the
disequilibrium in our budget, in which there
are very small figures-originally under one
per cent and now slightly over two per cent-
for the protection of this sector, whereas the
support provided for the milk and animal-
farming sector is over 300/0. This, Mr Lardinois,
is a substantial and inacceptable imbalance,
particularly \Mhen we consider that over 25olo
of the producers in the Community are directly
involved in the wine sector and, in the marginal
and hill-farming areas, have a unique part to
ptray from the viewpoint of Community policy
as a whole.
For this reason today's debate goes beyond the
more immediate subject and raises again not
only the cyclical or structural problems relative
to this sector, but also suggests the use of
extraordinary measures, providing for prompter
application than is the case at preserrt, with
better financial backing and more flexible pro-
cedures.
Personally, Mr Lardinois, I view the intended
interruption of EAGGF, Guidance section,
financing for private projects with much con-
cern. Up to the present time they have, in
France, Italy and other EEC countries, enabled
a vast system of wine cooperatives to be brought
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into being that have proved to be the most
effective instrument of self-defence for wine-
producers. They have no alternative. What is
called for, therefore, is a strengthening of such
instruments. A different method is therefore
necessary for coping with the vaster problems
that the development of agrieulture presents to
us today.
I agree with many of the proposals made by
colleagues who spoke earlier, particularly those
made by IVIr Vetrone. It is certainly nece$sary
to restrict production to well-defined arsas and
to have an efficient land registry, but it is also
essential to allow producers to complete the
structures imediately associated with production,
since this would lead to a situation that, overall,
would be more capable of holding out in difficult
times and of conducting more effectively a
positive and organic action on the part of the
producers.
Again at structural level, I consider that the
question of producers' associations, which has
been shelved for too many years, should be
brought up again. Whether for the wine sector or
for others, it should be opened again with all
speed in order to obtain their collaboration, to
facilitate-as Mr Vetrone rightly suggested-
our action at commercial level, and to win
possible new markets. Many new trends are
emerging and cdling for urgent adjustments.
Mr President, honorable colleagues, I have now
used up the time at my disposal. I will therefore
conclude by noting that the present conflict
conducted with restr,aint on the Itdian side, in
a correct manner and in compability with our
Community undertakings, in spite of the dif-
ficulty of the situation that has been oaused
through initiatives taken on the French side,
can and should be brought back to Cornmunity
level and a just solution found with prompt
and adequate measures. No one should be
allowed, either now or in the future, to carry
out a foit accompli policy. I note, in this con-
nection, the promptness and clarity of the posi-
tion taken by the Commission. I remain
convinced, however, that we should always seek
the path of collaboration beetween the parties
concerned, between the Italian and French
growers and farmers, as we did successfully in
1971. This will bring us to the realization that
n-rany interests are, seen objectively, co,mple-
mentary to one another and that, if a policy of
cooperation is accepted, it is possible to over-
come obstacles such as those which-aggnavated
and even engineered-threatened to oppose two
of the Community's least-favoured economic and
social areas.
This, incidentally, is the basic logic of European
integration to which we ought to endeavour to
relate specific solutions of individual problems
in all cases-particularly when, as in this case,
they concern over two million growers, over a
quarter of the Community's agricultural popula-
tion, and areas and products occupying so special
a position in our present economic and social
life.
(Applause)
IN THE CHAIR: MR BEHRENDT
Vice-Presid.ent
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois,Member oJ the Commission ol the
European Comrnurnties. 
- 
(NL) Mr President,
I thank the speakers for their contributions to
this debate on a subject which is so important.
I cannot refrain from observing that this is not
the first time that, when dealing with typical
Mediterranean products-'117ins, olive oil and so
on-in this Partiament we find ourselves on
the verge of exaggeration and in danger of seeing
the whole thing in the wrong perspective.
An exception I would make from this viewpoint
is the address I heard from Mr Bersani. With
much of what he has said on the subject I am
completely in agreement, and that is probably
due to the fact that he and I bear joint resrpons-
ibility for, and know how this wine regulation
came into being. We adopted this regulation
towards the end of 1969, as the last regulation
for one of the main agricultunal sectors, when
I myself was President of the Council.
For years and years the subject had been studied
and attempts had been made to find solutions,
but without success. The Commission had put
forward proposals, but the Council had made no
decision. Why had the Cor:ncil made no decision?
Mainly because there were two, and at least two,
totally different views among Member States on
the organization of the wine market. On the one
side there was the case argued marnly by the
Italian Government to the effect that wine is
a product like any other and that there should
be complete freedom for its production together
with an absolute guarantee. The other stan'dpoint
was primarily that of the French Government,
which said: we want wine production to be under
strict control so that, in this way, quality may be
maintained at the necesary level and steps may
be taken to see that there is no surplus. We
debated and discussed the subject in the Council
for weeks and weeks and through the night and
finally, as often happens, a politicai solution was
found consisting in a compromise between these
two positions.
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And here I would emphatically defend the Com-
mission, which at that time, at the end of the
sixties, had made proposals which were very
different from what the Council, under my chair-
rnanship, finally approved as a political com-
promise.
I can also not accept the way this is all sound-
ing: of course the wine-growers are not respons-
ible for the present difficulties, of course govern-
rnents could not do anything else, of course other
bodies in the Community are not to blame ; the
btrame for it all lies solely at the door of the
Commission because it made proposals, as Mr
Lagorce says, or because of the way in which
it managed the u'ine market, as Mr Vetrone
and others have said.
I w-ould like to reject this one-sided attitude once
for all. I want to scotch the view that it was
the Commission's proposals which determined
the basis of the 1969 compromise. At that time
rve reached a political solution that we already
nealized might well be very short-Iived. OnIy
experience can show us how to change the
compromise that was then reached. It was a
risk that brought us what we expected it would.
But that doesn't mean to say at all that this
wine-market regulation had nothing but bad
points. I wish to state emphatieally that this
wine regulation has also given rise to very
positive developments. It has already been
pointed out from various quarters that, for
example, quality has substantially improved in
ryIany areas of Italy. I can also tell you that
trade in wine within the Community is 10 or
even 15 times (in Italy's case, for example) what
it was before the regulation came into effect.
I could point to other aspects as well. It is not
true that this regulation has had only negative
effects, but it is true-and Mr Bersani has ,also
pointed this out-that it came into being purely
thnough a compromise that we a1l knew would
sooner or later come to grief in one way or
another. And for this reason, when in 1973 and
1974 the events, as regards wine production,
occurred that we already expected in 1969, the
Commission was able to draw up proposals this
summer to cope with the difficulties. And it is
not the Commission that is responsible for the
fact that these proposals are still being discussed
in this Parliament and in the Council.
Mr President, a second point. Mr Vetrone has
asked why measures have only just been pro-
posed. I have referred to the structural measures,
but short-term measures have already been
taken. In 1974, with financial or other help from
the Commission, 10.5 million hectolitres of wine
were distilled. An'd what is now proposed and
what has already entered into force relates to
a quantity of near enough 11 million hectolitres.
These quantities, for these two years of surplus,
are far greater than ever before, and the Com-
mission has not taken this measure out of an
obligation to do so. Distillation is a measure
which the Community can take but does not
have to take. This gives us an extra financial
problem to deal with. We have no pro,blerns
when the regulations require us to pay out
specific amounts, but whenever such payments
are not compulsory under the regulations the
Commission's action depends entirely on the
resources available to us for a specific sector in
the EAGGF.
WelI now, the resources for the wine se{tor
under the EAGGF for 1975 are substantially
higher than they were in 1974. Even so, they
have all been committed. And if we now wish
to take extra measures-ald in my view we
should-we can only do this (where extra
expense is involved) if cuts can be rnade irn other
sectors where specific measures have to be taken.
In this regard the Commission has indeed tal<en
a decision. We are, at this moment, working on
the relevant measures. We have to ensure that
sufficient funds are availrable for the wine sector
that the wine market may be restored to equili-
brium this year. At the same time, however, we
must indicate what measures are necessary in
order to save money this year in other sectors
so that we can remain within the budget.
That does not mean that we are sure that the
budget will not be exceeded. Att that is guaran-
teed is that the budget will not be exceeded
because of these non-compulsory measures.
Whether the budget is exceeded or not depends,
among other things, on general market develop-
ments. This, therefore, is my answer to Mr
Laban. I can, however, only tell him that at the
moment we are clearly in the danger area but
that the extent of the risk depends on market
developments, which we cannot always influence.
Mr Laban said that the measures in the sugar
sector are likely to cost more than we originally
intended. This is, however, not certain. The best
thing that could happen in this connection is
that we remain within the limits we forecast
in January. Of course, costs are far higher than
were expected when we submitted the budget
in July last year but we did not expect to have
to pay 200 million u.a. in subsidies for the irnport
of sugar in 1975. In January last we felt that
we could make these payments because the
cereals market had developed in such a way that
we were able to make appreciable savings under
that heading.
That, then, is my reply to Mr Laban.
Then a oase has been made by different speakers
for measures to set up a market organization, as
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Mr Cointat has said, which would give a
guarantee on the model of that for the cereals
or sugar m,arkets. Different speakers have
advanced different arguments for this. I find
this an extremely dangerous view' In my opinion,
there should be an organization of the market
that is tailored to the product and takes account
of the specific circumstances. If that is not done,
if we say, without thought, that most protection
is offered in this or that sector, and that we
ought to do the same for apples, pears, wine
and so on, then I can teII you in advance that
that means an end to the Agricultural Common
Market not in 10 or 20 years but within two
years-within two years, gentlemen!
To take the example of wine' I have already
remirnded you that in 1966 we discussed the
guarantee to be applied to the wine sector whole
nights long. At that time, apart from being
President of the Council I was also the Nether-
lands Minister for Agriculture, and I was able
to convince my colleagues that ii we were to
n'lake a regulation for the wine m,arket which,
for example, corresponded to that for milk, the
result would be that wine producti,on woul'd be
irnmedi,ately begun in the country I come from
and in quantities that would cost the Community
tens of millions of u.a.! For it is clear that if the
Netherlands started to produce wine it would
not be for consumption-no one would survive
-but the Netherlands coutrd well produce winefor distillation. This is just one example to show
you why a system that is valid for one kind
of production cannot necessarily be applied, as
it stands, to another.
In the broader context I would like to say this.
There must be no misunrderstand,ing over the
fact that farmers and manket gardeners in the
Mediterranean area have at least as much right
to our consideration and to appropriate regula-
tions as farmers and market gardeners in the
rest of the Community. The growing tendency,
particularly in the last few years, to take the
attitude that secondary regulations always have
to be made for sectors of production in the
south of the Community whereas for other
sectors, particularly in the north of the Com-
munity, pri,mary regulations have to be made,
I find erceptionall.gt d,angerous. I take the view
that it is absolutely necessary to take special
measures in order to restore confidence wher-
ever it has been destroyed in the st-ruth of the
Community. We should then quickly produce
proposals, after thrashing them out with the
producers, in order to hammer out an approach
to the whole question of production in the
Mediterranean area of our Community, both in
Italy and in the South of France, in order to
create real confidence. This wine aJfair is
important in this respect too. We cannot allow
this shattered wine market to go on one week
longer. We should exert our utmost endeavours,
even if it costs money (money should not be
atrIowed to constitute an obstacle), to find a
solution to this acute problem, in such a way
as to be able to justify our actions to everyone.
Mr President, I u'ill leave it at that, after once
m,ore thanking everyone.
President. 
- 
Thank you, Mr Lardinois.
I have no motion for a resolution on this deb'ate.
The debate is closed.
3. Orat Question with debate: Economic position
of egg-prod,ucers
President. 
- 
The next item on the agenda is
the Oral Question, with debate, put by Mr Scott-
Hopkins on behalf of the European Conservative
Group to the Commission of the European Com-
munities (Doc. 31/75) and worded as follows:
'subject: Economic position of egg-producers in
the CommunitY
In view of the severe damage presently being
suffered by the egg-producing industry in the
United Kingdom, where the market is being under-
mined by imports from the EEC countries at prices
below cost bf production, will the Commission
take immediate steps to safeguard the economic
position of egg-producers in the Community?'
I call Lord St. Oswald to speak to the question.
Lord St, Oswald. 
- 
Mr President, as you will
know, I am taking over this question from my
honourable friend Mr Scott-Hopkins. who flew
back last night to take part in what transpired
as a very satisfactory vote-a very promising
vote-in the House of Commons on an issue
which clearly outweighs the issue involved here.
This is not one of the greatest problems ever to
confront the European Community, and my ques-
tion bears no suggestion that it is. However,
when studying a formal complaint of British egg-
producers and looking at background figures,
I found that in 1973, 3 779 000 metric tons of
eggs-that is, 65 000 million eggs-were pro-
duced in the nine countries of the Community
by 309 million hens. That is a great number of
eggs. What proportion may have been thrown
by tradition at offending politicians does not
appear in these statistics.
Egg production has to be regarded as a signifi-
cant element in the agricultural and cpnsumer
scenes. In 1973 it represented, in facl, 47olo oI
final agricultural production in the Community,
and the information I am seeking relates to no
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more than a fraction of that production. None-
theless, it has caused ipdignation Eunong some
egg-producers in Britain; that indignation has
been expressed by their professional organiza-
tion, and the Commissioner himself has been
made directly aware of it.
In these circumstances, the Commissioner is
characteristically taking acti*on. For this reason
it would be wrong, I considered, to take up more
of the time of the House and of the Crommis-
sioner than is necessary, and what time I do take
up I justify by the fact that this is a Community
problem affecting already a number of Member
countries and capable of affecting any or all.
It arises from an over-production of eggs in
three countries at present: France, Germany and
Holland. At present, there is no effective r6girne
for eggs under the Common Agricultural Policy,
and one consequence of this is that low-priced
eggs have been coming into Britain from France
-not, so far as I know, from Holland or Ger-many. This has provoked some understandable
dismay and even rancour among British egg-
producers, who clairn that French eggs are being
sold at 3 or 4 pence per dozen below their own
production cost and at the same time insist ttrat
they are ,as efficient as any producers in the
world. Some apparent indication of this is given
in 1973 figures of 66 300 French hens producing
720 000 metric tons, while 47 000 British hens
were producing 864 000 metric tons.
This import difficulty has existed since the
beginning of the year. or slightly before. There
is also the fact that British eggs are not permit-
ted to enter France owing to the inclusiron of
chemical compounds in the chickenfeed, which
is prohibited by law in France.
I believe this problem is already being solved
by consultation between the two governments.
The British egg-producers' professironal body has
written to my honourable friends and myself,
setting out their complaints at some length, in
a letter from which I will paraphrase certain
passages. They say that they, as an industry,
entered the European Community confident in
their ability to observe the regulations of the
Treaty, this confidence being based on two
factors: first, the existenrce of an efficient
domestic industry with stabilizing measures built
into it, and, second, the assumption that the
Commission, as guardian of the Treaty, would
ensure that equal terms existed as between the
industries of the partner countries by enforce-
ment of the provisions of the Treaty in both
spirit and letter. They claim reproachfully that,
although they were correct in their first assump-
tion, in the second their conJidence was mis-
placed. The bunden of their contention is that
certain countries provide aids or protective
measures which unfairly distort competi,tion.
They mention an interest-free loan irt France
through FORMA, and a figure equivalent to
f,l 600 000 000 has been mentioned. There has
also been reference to crisis subsidies worth
9250 000 paid to Dutch producers and moderniza-
tion subsidies worth f,2 000 000 plus heating-oil
grants for poultry-producers in the Federal
German Republic.
What is not mentioned, nor would I expect it
in this letter, is that astute enterprising Britisb
egg-merchants are going over to Fnance, where
they find prices lower than at home, and order-
ing large consignments upon which they carn
make a satisfactory profit, and that the orders
are being filled. It is a little hard, I think, to
expect the French egg-producers to refuse such
orders, and there is bound to be some substance
in the complaint itself. The French Government
has given recognition to the fact of an over-
production within the country requiring string-
ent corrective measures, and I believe the
slaughter of two million hens has been ordered,
with other measures on their way. In the mean-
time, the British and French Governments have
been consulting in a practical way on the prob-
lem created for the United Kingdom. I know
that Mr Lardinois is also con-fronting this prob-
lem.
This is certainly the right way to set about
things. Some Members may have read in the
press of yesterday that lorries bringing French
eggs to Britain were forcibly stopped near
Southampton an'd then turned back. This I
deplore. This is not suitable behaviour between
partner-nations. It endangers a legitimate case.
My own far more relaxed approach is due to
my confidence in the Commissioner and the
answer he will give us today. What I am asking
for is his assessment of any distortion which
may exist and of what may be its cause, and
an indication of the action he proposes to take.
It will surprise me greatly if he has not a eon-
vincing answer, an answer which can be passed
back to bring genuine reassurance to those
militant egg-producers of my country and to any
others who, for the same kind of reason, may
find themselves in the sarne position.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
Mr Lardinois, Member oJ the Comrnission of the
European Communities. 
- 
Mr President, there
is some similarity between the problem of eggs
and the difficulties created by egg imports into
Great Britain and ttre problem of wine and the
difficulties created by imports of that product
into France. In both these cases the importing
Sitting of Thursday, 10 April 1975 157
LardlnOiS
countries have internal difficulties in adapting
to Community regulations which are more
libenal than the corresponding national provi-
sions. France had very strict controls over wine
production and even a price system before the
Community system came into force. This was
an old tradition. And in Great Britain there
was an absolute guarantee price for eggs for
many years after the second world war. Admit-
tedly this guarantee was abolished some time
ago, before Britain joined the Common Market,
but there is still a good measure of regulation
of the domestic market.
In both these cases complaints are being made
of imports below cost-price. That may be true,
but the fact is we do not have a guaranteed
price for wine or eggs. The market-price rnay
therefone be lower than the cost-price-even
below the cost-price in the countri,es of origin.
We all know, however, that there is not an im-
mediate fall in production if ttre cost-price is
not reached. The fall in production cornes later
through cyclic movements which may last longer
in one country than in another.
One feature of French egg production, for
instance, is that the intervals between the time
at which the price falls and the time at which
it rises again are considerably longer than in
most other Member States, and certainly longer
than in Great Britain. But this does not mean
that the French are dumping their produce on
the British market. On the contrary, I believe
that exports to Great Britain, especially from
Brittany in Western France, will tend to increase
rather than fall off, because the market in South-
east England is nearer and easier to reach for
products such as fresh eggs than the big Paris
market on which Breton producers have sold up
to now.
Comparison of the price of eggs from the same
producers on the Paris and London markets
gives no indication whatever of dumping.
I am not suggesting that there are no difficulties
in Great Britain. But total imports of eggs in
1974 were the sarne as in 1973-i.e., they
amounted to no more than 20lo of domestic pro-
duction, and the 1.5o/o out of the 20lo imports
which came from France is not enough to have
harmed the British market.
There are, however, problems on the Britistr
market. This is due mainly to the fact that irr
1974 grain prices were not the prices guaranteed
to British farmers under our system; prices in
fact rose well above this level through the
increase in world market prices and compensa-
tory amounts could not be given to make up for
this until October or November of last year. This
created an additional problem for Great Britain;
France experienced the same difficulty also but
on a smaller scale. There is also an irritating
factor with which traditional importing coun-
tries have to co,ntend-namely, that while they
have to accept products from other countries
they cannot themselves export to those countries.
This fact irritates the producers when they feel
its effects. The problem is one of veterinary
regulations, but I believe we shall be able to
solve it in the near future.
We have looked into the French compensatory
fund arrangements and found that they have
been handled correctly up to now; this is a form
of subsidy, and we cannot object. However,
France has now announced a modified scheme,
and in my view we must ask for further
guarantees to make sure there are no irregular-
ities.
We have also taken measures at Community
Ievel. Despite the fact that we are not formally
bound to grant export refunds for eggs in view
of the level of our grain prices in comparison
with world market prices, we still felt that a
substantial export refund should be granted-
at least for a few months-in order to relieve
the strain on the market. Clearly French agri-
cultural producers, and especially those in Brit-
tany, are engaged in an effort to win a part of
the market in South-east England; this is being
done partly through brown eggs, which are pro-
duced on a mueh smaller seale in Great Britain
than in Brittany, thus giving the latter an ad-
ditional advantage on the market.
In general, however, Mr President, I believe that
the problems stem from a different tradition and
that we should do everything possible to
eliminate points of irritation; at the same time,
we must definitely adopt the position that there
is no reason whatever to decide on putting a
stop to exports frorn France to Great Britain.
Up to now the British Government has fully
endorsed the Commission's position on this. I
assure you that I am always willing to hold
talks with the producers and to seek solutions
to economic problems, but I refuse to accept that
any measures would be justified at the frontiers
in this case.
President. 
- 
I catl Mr Cointat to speak on behalf
of the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats.
Mr Cointat. 
- 
(F) Mr President, like Mr Lardi-
nois I feel bound to draw a parallel between this
question of eggs and our earlier debate on wine.It seems to me that the French are out of luck
at the moment. When they export they come
i,n for criticism and even if they only export a
little they are stiil told it is too much. When
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they import wine on the other hand-and they
are importing ten tirnes more than five years
ago-they are told that it is still not enough.
We therefore find ourselves in a paradoxical
situation which is curious, to say the least. If
there has been any obstruction of the free move-
ment of Breton eggs in the United Kingdom I
hope that the French Government will not take
the matter to the Court of Justice; we all want
to see this problem solved-it is just one of the
difficulties we encounter every day in the
construction of Europe. The cornplaint made in
this case seems to me unjust-unjust because
until 19?3 France was either self-sufficient in
eggs or an importer. We began to export eggs
only two years ago. For two years Franoe has
been exporting some 150 million eggs out of a
total production-as our British colleague just
pointed out---of 65 thousand million; this pro-
portion is quite insignificant. Moreover, these
exports are twenty tirnes lower than those from
the Benelux countries, which are highly
specialized in poultry-farming, so that the pro-
tests of the British egg-producers seem unfound-
ed.
We are not alone in this situation; the Italians,
for exarnple, who did not export eggs i,n the past
either, are also joining in internati,onal trade.
and statistics show that they have already
exported 8 or 10 million eggs to the Federal
Republic.
The problem is not only unjust but also artificial'
It is arti,ficial because, if I am to believe the
first version of the oral question, imports to the
United Klngdom totalled 70 000 cases of eggs,
which makes a total of 17 million eggs' allowing
244 per case. Set against domestic production of
some 14 000 million eggs in the United Kingdom,
these 1? million represent l.Zol't, a perfectly
negligible amount.
Moreover, when French exports to the United
Kingdom are compared with total egg imports
into that country, amounting to between 700and
?50 million per year, we arrive at a figure of
2010, which again is perfectly insignificant.
I should therefore lil<e this question to be put
into its true perspective, Mr President, and not
given too much importance. As Com'missioner
Lardinois pointed out, the fact that there are
nine Member States now instead of six is bound
to change marketing patterns within the Com-
munity. Brittany was a peripheral region, rernote
from the major centres of consumption,
and suddenly it finds another centre of co'n-
sumption, Great Britain, on its doorstep. Our
British friends should therefore not be surprised
if Breton farmers, because of their proximty, try
to sell not just eggs but also poultry, meat and
other products in these large centres o,f con-
sumption. There is bound to be competitiorn, but
that is the rule of the Community game in a
single market.
In addition, Mr President, and this is my last
observation, nobody can claim or prove that
there has been dumping. In this matter, geogra-
phical proximity, especially of Brittany, influ-
ences transport costs, and eggs are therefore
cheaper than elsewhere. I would stress that, as
Mr Landinois has pointed out, before Britain
joined the Common Market, the British bought
their eggs on the world market and there were
dumping prices at the tirne because prices were
very low, but the producers did not complain
as they enjoyed a guaranteed price, which is
no longer the case today.
In the Community, French poultry-farmers have
had a hard time in recent years because of
competition, especially from the Dutch produ-
cers, who were much more advanced and had
a higher productivity than the French. French
producers suffered from this, but they made a
considerable effort to make good their dis-
advantage and they are now competitive; I find
this highly satisfactory. They have reached the
level of the Dutch producers, and I can only
congratulate them on having done so.
Let us hope that in this European organization
British producers will make the same effort to
be competitive and that there will be a healthy
rivalry between all farmers in the interests of
European agriculture and of the consumer.
President. 
- 
I call Lord St. Oswald.
Lord St. Oswald. 
- 
Mr President, I am sorry tojoin in again, but I have to confess that I was
not made as happy by the Commissioner's reply
as I had expected. To be precise and to be fair,
I did not mention at arry point 'dumping'; I did
not use the phrase. What I asked was whether
the market was being artificially distorted by
government aids in one Member State not avail-
able in another. The Commissio,ner used, sever'al
times, the phrase 'aII above board'-that is to
say, nothing concealed. I might point out that
nor did I say that anything was concealed. I did
not say that the aid given by the French govern-
ment was i:n any way concealed. What we under-
stand is that artificial aids are being given in
some Member States which are not in harmony
with the Community's aims of fair competition-
that is to say, fair competition between equally
efficient producers. Is he saying that the British
government's recourse is to introduce similar
aids to those existing in other countries with
his blessing?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lardinois.
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Mr Lardinois,.Member of the Commission of the
European Communities. 
- 
Mr President, at pre-
sent we are examining in the egg sector the
measures applied nationally which we have ap-
proved in the past. We are aware th,at the new
market pattern created, as Mr Cointat has said,
under the influence of the enlargement of the
EEC market may cause tension. I can only say
that we shall under no circumstances apply to
Great Britaia standards different from those
which we apply-for example as far as national
subsidies are coincerned-to France or the
Benelux corxrtries. In other words, meErsures
must be notified and must be seen in the context
of existing measures, which sometimes differ
from country to country. In principle, however,
we cannot make any diJference between
individual regions.
President. 
- 
Thank you, Mr Lardinois.
I have no motion for a resolution on this debate.
The debate is closed.
4. Commission Communication on a Communitg
nuclear fuel supply policy
President. 
- 
The next item on the agenda is
a debate on the report drawn up by Mr Giraud,
on behalf of the Committee on Energy, Research
and Technology, on the Communication from
the Commission of the European Communities
to the Council on a Community nuclear fuel
supply policy (Doc. 25175).
I call Mr Giraud.
Mr Giraud, rapporteur. 
- 
@) Mr president, the
subject with which I propose to deal is strictly
limited; I shall not consider the two key issues
of the moment-namely, information of public
opinion and essential safety measures in the
nuclear sector. I shall confine myself to the sub-ject on the agenda.
I should like to express my especial thanks to
the Committee on External Economic Relations
and in particular to its rapporteur, Mr Schulz,for the assistance given to our committee. We
have tried to note and take account of the posi-
tions expressed by the Committee on External
Economic Relations. Our motion for a resolu-
tion expresses our agreement with the proposal
from the Commission to the Council, part of
which has already been accepted. This resolu-tion makes reference to a number of other
resolutions already adopted by parliament, inparticular on the reports by Mr Burgbacher andI/Ir Nod and the report I myself presented on
various aspects of this question.
I come now to the heart of the problem. Our
work is complicated by important areas of un-
certainty: uncertainty as to the Community's
energy requirements and uncertainty on the
possibility of acquiring nuclear fuel elements
outside the Community. The figures available
to us suggest that production estimates vary for
1985 between 160 000 and 200 000 GWe.
A further uncertainty surrounds the possibil-
ities of external supplies. A few weeks ago we
were told that in the United States contracts
already announced could not be honoured. In
the meantime, following certain changes in
nuclear power-stations in the United States, the
domectic requirements of that country have
turned out to be smaller and we now think that
the United States will be able to help us under
the anticipated conditions. There are therefore
two uncertainties, Mr President: the uncertainty
as to the rate at which we shall build power-
stations-in my view the rate of construction
is bound to be slowed down by the present cur-
rent of public opinion-and the uncertainty sur-
rounding external production, which will also
depend on the rate of domestic demand in the
supplier countries. Having said that, I shall be
very brief and look quickly at the basic policy
guidelines expressd in our resolution.
Firstly, we want to strengthen the Community,s
procurement policy, based on respect for the
elementary principles of non-discrimination and
solidarity between partners in the development
of the nuclear energy economy. Our aim is first
of all to step up the production of uranium or
any other product capable of supplying energy
within the Community, since, without being
self-sufficient, we still have a production capa-
city which can be developed relatively quickly.
Secondly, we should conclude supply agreements
rvith countries outside the Community to obtain
sufficient quantities of raw materials at reason-
able prices and with sufficient regularity.
Security of supply means nothing in absolute
terms in this connection, but we think that
countries like Canada and Australia offer the
maximum security compatible with foreseeable
historical developments. We must then diversify
our sources of supply, and this implies, as Com-
missioner Simonet well knows, the need for co-
operation on a basis of trust with the producer
countries in this sector as in others; this in turn
means that we cannot risk being the object of
blackmail, as has happened in the oil sector.It also means, Mr President, that the Community
must develop its own infrastructure for uranium
enrichment. Here too we do not believe in
autarchy and we do not want to be self_suffi_
cient, but we should like a substantial part of
our requirements to be met within the Com-
munity countries themselves; this does not rule
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out the possibility of importing enriched
uranium for the time being from the United
States or the Soviet Union and perhaps in the
future from Canada, Australia or any other
country able to supply enriched uranium to us'
To meet the wish for a wide-ranging discussion,
we have included an important point in our
resolution-namely, that we have been seekilg
for several years the revision of Chapter 6 of
the Treaty establishing the European Atomic
Energy Community. The Commission referred
the matter to the Council in 1964. For reasons
which I shall not go into now, I think the time
has now come-and our committee under the
chairmanship of Mr Springorum has made this
clear-for the Council to accept what we con-
sider correct proposals from the Commission;
the Agency provided for in the Treaty must
be able to operate and play not an exclusive
r6le-it is not asking for that-but an advisory
and coordinating r6le and act as a centre of
good will in solving the difficult problems facing
the Community in the achievement of the ambi-
tious objects of its nuclear policy.
That very briefly, Mr President, is our commit-
tee's view. I am sure Parliament will have no
difficulty in adopting this resolution.
In conclusion, let me say that this is a further
example of the coup par coup approach, and
that this problem can only be effectively solved
when the Community has a real common policy
on energy. But if I were to explain the dif-
ficulties standing in the way of such a common
policy we should still be here tomorrow!
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Burgbacher to speak
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group'
Mr Burgbacher. 
- 
(D) I shall respect the call for
brevity and shall therefore not be able to go
into all aspects of the question.
I am speaking on behalf of the Christian-
Democratic Group. We are grateful to Mr Giraud
for his report. The committee approved the
report and resolution unanimously and we
recommmend the House to do likewise'
As the rapporteur has said, the subject is limited,
namely the question of nuclear fuels. The report
thus forms part of the long series of reports
on the subject of nuclear physics, nuclear re-
actors and electricity. It is not the last-there
will certainly be many more.
However, even when a report deals only with
a partial problem, it must still be seen in con-
text. The present situation is one of a cost
explosion in investment expenditure on re-
actors, and the position seems to be the same
as far as the procurement of uranium or
enriched uranium is concerned. Moreover, I
think it is true to say that the supplier countries
are increasingly wanting to enrich the uranium
themselves instead of leaving that work to us,
so that we shall probably have to direct our
efforts increasingly to safeguarding enriched
uranium supplies. Here, however, we already
run up against a problem. We know what
volume we require for our reactors, but we
do not know whether we shall have it available.
It is practically impossible to make permanent
arrangements for uranium enrichment under
these conditions.
Everyone is trying to meet the reactor pro-
gramme proposed by the Communities to the
national governments. The energy programmes
put forward stand or faII by the completion of
the reactor programme. Despite all the efforts
it seems extremely doubtful, in visw of the
growing public resistance to the siting of nuclear
reactors, whether the programme will be met.
This brings us to the need to make a new assess-
ment of the whole question of energy supplies.
Competitivity is affected not only by oil pricing
policy but also by the increase in costs for
constructing reactors and procuring the neces-
sary fuels. A reassessment is necessary in order
to determine with some measure of accuracy
competitive prices in the Community. In this
connexion the reference price is of vital im-
portance, and we can only hope and wish that
we shall soon have figures available. It is easy
to agreee on principles but much harder to agree
on figures.
The situation in the energy sector is therefore
still problematic. Let us remember that we are
now in 1975-unless decisions are taken now
and work begun the energy will not be available
in 1985. I urge everyone who is interested in the
energy sector not to let this fact out of his
mind, because the fate of the energy economy
depends on it. So far I do not have the irhpres-
sion that the national or supranational author-
ities are giving this fact enough attention.
In addition to this, do we really know what the
growth rate in the demand for energy will be?
Our information on this point is less accurate
than ever before. Some people say there will
be no more growth, while others maintain that
we shall soon reach a rate of 7.2o/o again,
amounting to a doubling of the energy demand
in ten years.
Considering our social standards and the fact
that energy is an extension of man's strength
and that the &velopment of social policy and
incomes policy depends inevitably on energy
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supplies, we should really hope that the doubling
of the energy demand every ten years will soon
be reached again. But this demands consider-
able effort from all of us-not merely a verbal
effort but one of action. There are accompany-
ing financial problems which I can only hint
at without giving precise information.
What is happening to oil prices and where is
all the oil going, how much is available and
what will it cost? We are no longer in the acute
and pressing oil crisis, but we are now in a
situation which is perhaps even more difficult
to grasp than it was at the height of the crisis.
The rapporteur is attempting to contribute to
a clarification of this question. I hope he will
not take it amiss if I say that his contribution
can only be small, but nevertheless important.
All of us, including Vice-President Simonet,
carry a great burden of responsibility: work
must be started in 1975 to ensure energy sup-
plies in 1985. Where is that work being done in
the Community countries?
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cointat to speak on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.
Mr Cointat. 
- 
(F) Mr President, allow me to
begin by congratulating our colleague, Mr Gi-
raud, the rapporteur on this matter, whose abil-
ity and talent are sufficiently well known'
I have only a few remarks to make.
Our economy is condemned to rely on nuclear
energy. Even if we do not support an extra-
vagant consumer society, we are obliged to
admit that 30 or 40o/o of the population still
do not have the necessary minimum conforts-
a car, a television or a refrigerator-and this
simple fact makes it necessary to create new
energy resources in which nuclear energy is
bound to play a part, espeeially if Europe is not
to become too dependent on third countries.
As regards the prospection of uranium mines, it
is essential to encourage immediately the develop-
ment of new working methods enabling deeper-
lying deposits to be discovered than those
worked hitherto; new operating technique must
also be developed to exploit ores with a low
uranium content, always with a view to ensur-
ing for our Community a measure of independ-
ence in the energy sector.
My second remark concerns the storage of radio-
active waste: at present this waste is packaged
in liquid form and solidification techniques are
being studied. I hope that a choice will soon
be made to solve the problems of storage under
the most favourable conditions possible, both
from the ecological point of view and from that
of the responsibilities of the Member States. I
hope that there will not be any regrettable and
damaging delays.
Let us also hope-and this is my last observation
-that the Member States wiII have sufficientresolve to organize and effectively use the sup-
ply Agency so as to implement a Community
nuclear energy policy. It would, I think, be
regrettable if the difficulties encountered in
connexion with the Communities' new energy
policy strategy were to reappear in the matter
of nuclear policy and if the European initiative
were once again relegated to second place
behind an American plan.
Those are the few brief observations I wanted
to make on this important problem. In conclu-
sion, the Group of European Progressive Demo-
crats approves, subject to these reservations,
the proposals of the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology.
IN THE CHAIR: MR BURGBACHER
Vi,ce-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr Leonardi to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Leonardil 
- 
(l) For reasons of brevity I shall
confine myself strictly to the subject under
discussion. Let me say at once that in my view
the Commission's communication is extremely
positive and the Commissioner responsible
deserves our especial thanks.
There is no doubt that this problem is fraught
with uncertainty, as a colleague has already
said; but the uncertainty derives from the fact
that we have reached a stage of explosive
nuclear development without the backing of the
necessary experience.
The danger inherent in this situation of uncer-
tainty, at least as regards the problem of fuels,
lies in the conclusion of fuel supply contracts
which is going ahead now in some quarters. A
number of power-stations are concluding com-
mitment contracts to purchase fuels, and these
contracts may in future place limits on a Com-
munity policy.
I therefore believe that the Commission should
keep this problem under close review and see
what precise commitments certain purchasers
of American-type power stations are entering
into for the acquisition of fuel in the next 5
to 15 years. This is very important in order to
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know what freedom of action we shall have
when dealing with the fuel problem.
I shall refrain from other.comment because-as
I have already said- we have a good b'asic
document. The arguments are certainly not
lacking: we coutrd, for example, speak of the
problems connected with the transition from a
state of excessive dependence on oil to that of
an equally excessive dependence on nuclear
fuel; there are also problems of protection and
many others.
As to the report, I shall abstain from voting
on it, because I consider that on the basis of
the good document submitted by the Commis-
sion it would have been appropriate for Parlia-
ment to have insisted on the sections concerning
information, on commitments already entered
into and on the resulting limitations on Com-
munity policy in this sector. Other important
problems to consider will be research and deve-
lopment and means of protection.
That, very, briefly, is what I wanted to say.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Normanton to speak
on behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Mr Normanton. 
- 
Mr President, may I say at
the outset that I intend to take no more than
two or three minutes of the valuable time of
this House and simply to place on record the
views of the European Conservative Group on
the particular subject which is before us for
debate, namely, Mr Giraud's report.
May I again record the view of the European
Conservative Group that the ultimate object of
an energy policy for the Community should be
to move towards a greater independence of
sources of supply of the basic fuels and the
basic sources of energy upon which our whole
way of life-social, economic, financial and
industrial-depends; indeed, any move in that
direction will receive the wholehearted support
of the European Conservative Group. It is in
that spirit, therefore, that we strongly support
and endorse the recommendations and proposals
of Mr Giraud and commend them to this House.
There are five very brief points which I thinkit is appropriate to make. When one talks of
independence of sources of energy, one must
recognize that it is quite impracticable, quite
unrealistic to expect to reach a point in time
when Europe will be totally independent. It is
a move in the right direction if, when procuring
the fuel, which in this case is uranium, we
recognize that we must never fall into the same
trap which we fell into in October 19?3. In this
sense we would issue a very salutary warning
to Member States and to the institutions con-
cerned with negotiating contracts for fuel for
nuclear generation when they enter, as they are
doing, into contracts with somewhat unpredict-
able areas of supply-namely, the USSR on the
one side, for political reasons unpredictable,
and the Americas on the other side, for physical
reasons unpredictable and uncontrollable. Not
that we are opposed in principle to entering into
any contracts with these countries outside the
Community; but if we do enter into them we
must never allow ourselves to fall into the same
pitfalls again.
As far as the enrichment of uranium is con-
cerned, the same criteria apply but in an even
greater degree. We must, in our view, concen-
trate upon the enrichment of uranium within
the territories of the Community, or in territories
over which we have political influence and poli-
tical certainty, and that we do not have in the
two areas I have referred to, either to the east
of the Community, or to the west across the
Atlantic.
The third point is the system of enrichment, the
system of dealing with nuclear fuel. We do not
believe that there need be any standardization
of the system adopted in and throughout the
Community. The most important thing is that
at the end of the day the oapacity is there.
Whether the technique is of one system or
another is irrelevant, but when determining the
distribution and location of such establishments
the question of strategic importance, of defence
in a military and industrial sense, must be borne
in mind.
The fourth point I would make concerns the
storage of nuclear fuel and, above all, of nuclear
waste. Here the Commission has an extremely
important role to play, and we strongly recom-
mend that the Commission grapple with this in
realistic and positive terms. This is an area in
which public safety is involved, and though
there are national and private institutions deal-
ing with this matter, there must be a Commun-
ity establishment responsible for it, and that
must be the Commission.
The last point I would make, Mr President, and
certainly the important one at this time of the
morning, is urgency. This is a matter of the
greatest urgency-of greater urgency than, I
think, any other that has confronted the Com-
mission or, indeed, the Community as a whole-
urgency in technical terms, urgency in financial
terms, but above all the political urgency which
enshrouds the whole of this area of nuclear and
other forms of production of energy. We the
Conservative Group, strongly support and en-
dorse the recommendations contained in Mr
Giraud's report.
(Applause)
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President. 
- 
I call Mr Simonet.
Mr Simonet,Vice-President of the Commission
of the European Communities. 
- 
(tr') Mr Presi-
dent, may I begin by thanking Mr Giraud for his
excellent report; it meets the Commission's
expectations in every respect and will provide
valuable support for the Commission's action in
the Council of Ministers with a view to obtain-
ing an accurate definition of the main lines of
a common nuclear policy.
No formal questions have been put to me, so I
shall simply refer to two or three ideas mention-
ed by previous speakers. I shall take as the
starting-point for my brief observations what
seemed to me almost a subconscious reflexion
by Mr Cointat when he said, 'Our economy is
condemned to rely on nuclear energy.' Words
of that kind used to describe a particular pheno-
menon seem to me to reflect an attitude of
alienation or almost of guilt towards it because
it is something which cannot be avoided. Sub-
consciously, Mr Cointat seems to have expressed
very well a state of mind which is common at
present among the general public, who consider
that there are some sources of energy which
offer aII the necessary guarantees of safety and
others which prefigure the apocalypse and
should be avoided as far as possible.
There is, I repeat, a state of mind which must
be taken into account because if it is not
remedied in an appropriate manner, whatever
technical, financial and economic programmes
may be established, I am afraid we shall soon
reach a deadlock. Even in countries known for
their traditional sense of social organization and
collective discipline-I am thinking, for example,
of the Federal Republic-there has recently been
an outcry against one particular site chosen for
a nuclear power station-Mr Burgbacher was
right to raise the very delicate problem of
siting.
This, then, is a serious problem, I have taken
Mr Cointat's observation as my point of depar-
ture because it seems to me that a solution to
this vital problem requires the cooperation not
only of all the political circles concerned but
also of all the social, economic and cultural
forces, aware of their responsibilities and of the
involuntary or at least implicit contradiction
between wanting a high rate of economic expan-
sion while rejecting the means or conditions
enabling that high rate of expansion to be
achieved. Each of these organizations has an
important r6le, and the Commission itself has
undertaken a number of studies which should
enable it to play a part in the debate and help
dispel the confusion-voluntary or otherwise-
in the mind of the public which is paralysing
developments, as we have seen in a number of
countries.
My second observation, Mr President, is based
on an observation by Mr Giraud, who stressed
quite rightly and appositely the present insecur-
ity in the area of fissile material supplies.
In fact, he was short of the mark, because he
said at one point that our differences with the
Americans had been settled and that there was
now no reason to fear any interruption of sup-
plies. However, only last week we were inform-
ed that, because certain security measures were
considered inadequate by one of the many
agencies concerned with nuclear energy in the
United States, a total embargo had been imposed
on supplies to European users of enriched ura-
nium under contracts which had been duly
signed and whose application was subject to no
restrictive clauses.
The Commission has asked me to meet at the
earliest possible time, either this afternoon or
tomorrow, the United States ambassador to the
Communities in order to make extremely firm
representations to the American Government
about the intolerable nature of this unilateral
modification of contractual undertakings and its
contradiction of the American Government's
repeated affirmations that it wishes to develop
a cooperation on which we are so keen to
embark in the area of uranium enrichment.
When we made our proposals for the first time,
almost two years ago, one of the objections put
forward in the Community was that we were
liable to create an overcapacity for uranium
enrichment and that sooner or later we should
find mountains of enriched uranium on eur
hands, just as we now may have butter-moun-
tains or tanker-loads of wine.
My third point is the problem of obtaining
supplies of natural or enriched uranium. I think
Mr Burgbacher in particular raised the question
of the tendency on the part of suppliers of
natural uranium to want to enrich the uranium
themselves. That is true; but it is a process
which, after all, requires enormous investment
and a level of technical knowledge which most
of those countries do not have. This, I believe,
is an ideal area for the formation of joint enter-
prises in which the Community could cooperate
with the producers of natural uranium. The
Commission, for its part, has for several months
been engaged in preparatory work with a num-
ber of producers; we began our talks with
Canada and are continuing them with Australia,
and we hope that in the near future we shall
be able to submit to Parliament and later to
the Council a number of proposals enabling
us to guarantee to the Community countries and
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users regular supplies under acceptable condi-
tions and at tolerable prices.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Thank you, Mr Simonet.
Does any one else wish to speak?
The general debate is closed.
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.
The resolution is adopted.l
The proceedings will now be suspended until
3 p.m.
The House will rise.
(The sitting uas suspended at 1.30 p.m. and
resurned at 3.05 p.m.)
IN THE CHAIR: MT BERKHOUWER
Vice-Presiilent
President. 
- 
The sitting is resumed.
5. Tabling and inclusion in the agend.a
of a motion for a resolution
President. 
- 
I have received from Mr Bersani
on behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group,
Mr Hougardy on behalf of the Liberal and
Allies Group, Lord Reay on behalf of the Euro-
pean Conservative Group, and Mr Cointat on
behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats, a motion for a resolution on the
situation in Portugal (Doc. 37/75) with request
for debate by urgent procedure pursuant to
Rule 14 of the Rules of Procedure.
Are there any objections?
The adoption of urgent procedure is agreed.
I propose this item be placed on the agenda for
Friday.
Are there any objections?
That is agreed.
6. Decisions on measures to be taken in th,e
euent of oil supply difticulties 
- 
Regulations
on support to projects tor hgd.rocarbon
ecploration
President. 
- 
The next item is the joint debate
on;
- 
the report by Mr Cointat, on behalf of the
Committee on Energy, Research and Techno-
logy, on the proposals from the Commission
of the European Communities to the Council
for two decisions on the measures to be
taken in the event of oil supply difficulties
(Doc. 26/75) and
- 
the report by Mr Normanton, on behalf of
the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology, on the proposal from the Com-
mission of the European Communities to the
Council for a regulation concerning support
to common projects for hydrocarbon explo-
ration (Doc. 3/75).
I call Mr Cointat.
Mr Cointat, rapporteur. 
- 
(.F') Mr President, it is
never too late to mend. The oil crisis began
eighteen months ago. While there are still finan-
cial difficulties, the supply difficulties are
diminishing and it is only now that we have
received two texts, one dealing with the reduc-
tion in energy consumption in the event of oil
supply difficulties, and the other with Commun-
ity solidarity between all the Member States if
one of them encounters fuel supply problems.
We are of course entitled to regret that these
two proposals have been submitted so late in
the day but, I repeat, it is never too late to mend
as similar disturbing situations may occur again.
The proposed system is extremely simple: if a
difficulty arises in the Community or if a Mem-
ber State experiences supply difficulties, the
Commission of the European Communities will
be responsible for taking adequate action at
once, i.e. in one case economy measures and in
the other the organization of intra-community
exchanges. Application will be immediate. Mem-
ber States may ask the Council to amend or
repeal these measures and it must act rapidly
within 10 days.
Your Committee on Energy, Research and Tech-
nology unanimously delivered a favourable
opinion on these two texts. However, it is my
duty to draw your attention to the few reserva-
tions formulated by it which you will find in the
resolution now before you.
First, the committee feels, the primary object
must not be lost sight of, namely the creationr OJ No C 95 of 28. 4. 1975.
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of a genuine common energy policy, as in reality
this text is of a static rather than dynamic
nature.
The proposed machinery will only be really
effective if there is genuine concertation between
the Member States on their external relations
policies: it is difficult to see how such Com-
munity measures could be applied if one Member
State were to adopt in its external relations
positions radically different from those of the
other partners.
In addition, oil prices must be supervised in
order to avoid disruption and speculation. How-
ever, your committee has noted that the Com-
mission is preparing a text for this purpose.
Fina1ly, as indicated in its reports, your com-
mittee was rather disturbed by the vagueness
of the terms 'supply difficulties' and 'minor
supply difficulties' which are liable to lead to
disputes on the triggering off of the proposed
measures; here we felt we should rely on the
wisdom of the Commission and Council.
Subject to these few reservations, your commit-
tee asks you to approve the two proposals
submitted by the Commission and also the mo-
tion for a resolution.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Normanton.
Mr Normantoa, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, I
must apologize if I keep the attention of the
House a little longer than I intended.
First I want to apologize for the fact that there
is a corrigendum to paragraphs 4 and 8 of the
original text of the motion for a resolution. I
will not go into the details, as you have the
corrected version before you.
Secondly, I doubt if there is any issue of greater
economic, industrial and political significance,
than the energy situation facing Europe. Western
and industrialized Europe has failed lamentably
to see the dangers which have been facing it
clearly for decades and the European Economic
Community has done no better. We have failed,
in other words, to recognize the dangers of the
world in which we were living, dependent as
we were upon oil as the main source of energy,
and we therefore failed to prepare contingency
plans for dealing with such dangers. Then, when
the crisis arose, we failed to deal appropriately
and effectively with the situation with which
we were suddenly faced. Lastly, we have to
recognize that we are now having to cope with
the legacy of this miserable failure on the part
of industrialized Europe and the industrialized
community in general under conditions of grave
and extreme economic difficulty.
There is no point, I think, in going through the
post mortem of who is responsible, but there
can be no doubt at all in the minds of-the Com-
mittee on Energy, Research and Technology,
that the responsibility lies fairly and squarely
upon the shoulders of the political leadership
of all the Member States and the political
leadership in the Council of Ministers of the
Community. I think it is not inappropriate, when
we are identifying responsibility, to recognize
that credit must be given to two bodies which
have played a significant part, firstly the Com-
mission and secondly the Committee on Energy,
Research and Technology of this Parliament. It
is to those two bodies that we can at least say
that credit for taking some initiative is due. But
credit for taking action must also go to the oil
companies, most of which are multi-national
companies, and which at the moment of crisis
were able, with their existing national and inter-
national machinery, to fill a gap in a situation
on which the political Ieadership so conspicu-
ously failed to act.
The next point I want to make is that the Com-
mission has produced a long series of evalua-
tions, reports, proposals and the like and all of
these, as history shows, have been ignored at
political level because of the low price at which
oil was available and the plentiful supply, as
seen by industry and Member States at large.
In 1974, however, the Council did approve in
principle a scheme for supporting technical
developments in the field of oil and I feel that
the Committee on Energy, Research and Techno-
logy would like to place on record the impor-
tance they attach to the implementation of these
technical developments and the role played in
them by the European Investment Bank. But no
such support has been forthcoming, as yet, for
developments in connection with the discovery
of new sources of supply and it is on this ques-
tion of proposals for promoting and implement-
ing more rapidly new sources of supply that
the report, standing in my name, is presented to
this House.
There are six points to which I would very
briefly draw the attention of this House. Firstly,
as a committee, we recognize that the proposals
of the Commission are sound in principle, and I
earnestly hope that Parliament will unanimously
endorse the proposals in principle, but, as a
committee we are highly critical of a number
of points which are inadequately discussed in
the Commission proposals. We are not satisfied
that there is, at yet, any evidence of a com-
prehensive Community energy policy. If there
were such a policy, this Commission proposal
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should be seen as an identifiable component
part of it.
Secondly, this proposal makes no reference to
the importance of a phased exploration pro-
gramme. You cannot have a sudden one-year
or temporary programme ; it must be phased
and identifiably seen as part of a programme
of action.
Thirdly, there is no evidence of the recognition
of the importance of financial and fiscal mea-
sures adopted by some Member States and the
extent to which some of these 
- 
and I refer
in particular to the proposals of the present
United Kingdom government-may well be
comparable to the action of killing the goose
which lays the golden eggs. Member States and
the Community as a whole must recognize that
it is only where there is ample scope for reward
and profit from investment that there will be
investment and action directed towards the
discovery of new sources upon which the very
future existence of the Community depends.
We are not satisfied that the criteria for grant
eligibility have been given adequate considera-
tion. These must be spelt out in much greater
detail before presentation of the Commission
proposals to the Council. We are not satisfied-
and we will repeat this not only in connection
with this proposal but also in connection with
a whole series of proposals-with the machinery
for monitoring and auditing expenditure or
grants and the handling of money by the Com-
mission or other institutions of the Community.
We therefore felt it essential to include in our
resolution the urgent demand that the Court
of Auditors to which the Community is com-
mitted must be brought into operation at the
very earliest possible opportunity.
The Community, we also feel, must investigate
urgently the question of general pricing policy
for oil. It will be contrary to the interests of
the Community, the consumers and industry of
Europe unless there is some degree of stability
in the price at which oil finally comes on the
market. Unless that certainty, that stability is
forthcoming, there will be no acceptance by
anyone, other than irresponsible speculators, of
the opportunities which the Commission is pro-
posing should be available.
Lastly the proposals for a three-year exploration
programme, dependent as they are and will be
on the massive availability of taxpayers money,
must be presented to Parliament for considera-
tion before implementation. These are the recom-
mendations and caveats contained in the report
which stands in my name on behalf of the
Committe on Energy, Research and Technology.
I should like to make two last points, which I
think are important at this particular point of
time. I apologize to the Commission because I
was unable to put the oral question which was
on the order paper for answer yesterday. It was
an extremely important question, particularly
from the political point of view, now that the
United Kingdom is faced with this irresponsible
referendum. I refer particularly to the question
of sovereignty over continental shelf areas of
the North Sea. If the Commissioner can take
every opportunity he can to publicize the truth
about ownership of North Sea oil, if for no
better reason than to neutralize the complete
misrepresentation being made of the views of
the eight other Member States of the Com-
munity, this will be a great service, I believe,
to Britain in particular and the Community in
general. The wells in the North Sea, in the
continental shelf, will produce oil and gas in
greater measure, in greater volume for the
benefit of Britain and thereby all Member Sta-
tes if financial assistance is available to those
companies and institutions which are operating
in the field of exploration and production from
the deeper waters of the continental shelf. This is
the substance of the report standing in my name
and I would earnestly hope that it will be sup-
ported and endorsed by the Members of this
House.
Before I sit down, Mr President, may I com-
ment on the amendment which is to be consi-
dered by this House, the amendment by the
Socialist Group. As the rapporteur, I will not
object to the acceptance of this amendment tabled
by Mr Giraud. It is not contrary to the spirit of
the motion and will not render it less effective.
The only point that I would like to make is that,
if this amendment is adopted, I hope that the
Commission will use every endeavour to make
sure that the criterion of commercial success is
defined clearly and unequivocally and that there
will be real prospects of financial success for
those who take advantage of the proposals and
take upon themselves the responsibilities con-
tained in this amendment.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Vandewiele to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Vandewiele. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I wish to
congratulate our colleagues, Mr Normanton and
Mr Cointat, most warmly on their reports. We
shall take this opportunity to stress once again
the problem of ensuring the Community's oil
supplies. The aim of the two reports is the
same: the development of a common energy
policy with a view to guaranteeing our energy
supplies. The Community must also have the
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means necessary to overcome rapidly and effec-
tively any difficulties in obtaining energy sup-
plies. The regluation referred to in Mr Norman-
ton's report gave rise to an animated discussion
at the two meetings which the Committee on
Energy, Research and Technology devoted to
this subject.
The Council took a number of decisions in
December L974. It then agreed that the Com-
munity should contribute to the costs of 21
hydrocarbon exploration projects.
The Commission is now rightly calling for a
doubling of our Community effort. New off-
shore sources have been discovered and others
will soon be developed. The Community's finan-
cial support must be extended to activities which
are too expensive and risky to be underaken
by industry alone. We are being asked to ap-
prove a maximum contribution from the Com-
munity of 250/o to the cost of exploration pro-jects. Beginning with the 1976 budget, the
amount of 25 million units of account originally
earmarked is to be raised to 50 million. Articles
1 and 2 of the proposed regluation further
stipulate that the projects concerned must relate
to clearly defined maritime zones.
The subsidized activities will primarily include
one bore for stratographic research and at most
two exploratory bores to determine the extent
and viability of the find.
A number of questions were raised both in the
Committee on Energy, Research and Technology
and in the Committee on Budgets on the area
of application and precise interpretation of the
proposed regulation. The rapporteur has just
drawn attention to this. Further to paragraph 8
of the motion for a resolution, I should also like
to ask the Commission to explain more clearly
the criteria for defining the acceptability of
applications and the conditions for repayment
of loans in the event of commercial success.
The Christian-Democratic Group fully endorses
the proposal of coupling the granting of finan-
cial aid with the creation of a European Court
of Auditors authorized to exercise detailed con-
trol.
Can Mr Simonet tell us what criteria will
ultimately be used to determine whether or not
a project is of a Community nature? This ques-
tion also arose repeatedly in Committee. Arti-
cle 1 merely states that the project must take
the form of cooperation between several Com-
munity companies. What is meant here by
'several'? Can subsidiary companies whose head
office is in a country outside the Community
also be eligible? Mr Simonet will perhaps recall
that this question was also raised in the Econo-
mic and Social Committee.
One further remark on Article 1. Can the Com-
mission tell us why reference is only made to
exploration in offshore areas? Why is explora-
tion on land not included in the proposed
arrangements?
Despite the fact that greater clarity is needed on
many points, our group is satisfied to note that
exploration activities are now to be redoubled.
We strongly request, however, that implemen-
tation of the three-year plan should not begin
until the European Parliament has been con-
sulted. In that sense we support Mr Normanton's
proposed amendment.
One word more about Mr Cointat's report, which
follows on well from the report on the subject
I have just been discussing. It deals with one
aspect of the problem of safeguarding the Com-
munity's oil supplies. Parliament requested the
Commission as long ago as 1972 to compile a
programme of emergency measures in the
energy sector to apply in the event of a blockade
or other obstacles. In the event of uncertain
supplies or an urgent shortage, security of sup-
ply must take precedence over price. Our group
supports the criticisms and questions contained
in Mr Cointat's report. We welcome the proposed
measures. They are, however, very fragmentary
and can only bring results if they are integrated
into a common energy policy and a coordinated
policy on our external trade. The Committee
on Energy, Research and Technology rightly
asked whether, in the present state of affairs,
all the Member States should accept Community
energy savings if difficulties arise for one Mem-
ber State from an embargo resulting from dif-
ferences of opinion on foreign policy. This clearly
raises the problem that international policy must
be coordinated and harmonized at Community
level. We can only express the hope that in
the next few months the entire proposed energy
strategy for 1985 will lead to a start on Com-
munity action. This is an essential precondition
if the European Community is to play a decisive
role in the present and future world economy.
It is in this sense that the Christian-Democratic
Group will be voting for the two motions for
resolutions.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Giraud to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Giraud. 
- 
(F) Mr President, the Socialist
Group approves the two reports submitted by Mr
Cointat and Mr Normanton.
!j
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The fact that they are being debated jointly is
proof, if proof were still needed, of the lack of
an overall Community policy in the energy
sector, since we are once again being obliged to
take fragmentary action. We must not, however,
adopt an extremist approach; we believe the
Commission is making proposals which are mov-
ing in the right direction. It would be wrong
of us to reject proposals which are useful. How-
ever, we too have a number of remarks to make.
First then on Mr Cointat's report; I think the
Socialist Group fully agrees with him that some
of the formulations chosen are arbitrary. Eva-
luation of the level of difficulty is left to human
appreciation. That I think is basically a good
thing. By definition the unforeseeable cannot be
known in advance. If we had announced in
1972 that the price of oil was going to rise by
350 or 40@/o nobody would have believed it.
The measures taken would certainly not have
allowed for cost inflation of 350 or 4000/0. We
would therefore ask the Commission to interpret
intelligently texts which are rather wide in
scope; in this area we trust its judgment.
Similarly, as regards the unity of the market
and solidarity, all the Commission can do once
again will be to prevent, in a crisis, distortions
or price tensions from leading to deflections of
supplies and making one partner pay for the
benefit of others. This again is a matter of good
will.
The second report by Mr Normanton sets out
from the excellent basis that no measure must
be spared at the present time which may dis-
courage energy producers from resorting once
again to an intolerable policy of blackmail
against Europe and other industrial countries.
Consequently, to the extent that we agree to
the exploitation of all available and secure re-
sources, all these measures are good if only as
a deterrent. 'We French are particularly cons-
cious that a deterrent force must never be used!
We therefore agree to these measures on the
extension of exploration, but it must be clearly
understood that we are not out to assist national
or multinational oil companies which have ne-
ver asked for charity and to which we owe
none. On the other hand these companies should
know that if there are special difficulties con-
nected with climatic conditions, the site or the
nature of the deposit, the Community can be
called upon.
It is not relevant to enquire into the number
of metres below which special difficulties arise.
This can only be determined on a case by case
basis and quite obviously the Commission ex-
perts know perfectly well how to determine
what is normal working and what is not. They
can be trusted to decided whether or not the
Community should intervene. Further precision
would be useless, because when the rules are
applied the conditions of exploration may have
changed, making a Community contribution un-
necessary.
Finally mention has been made of an amend-
ment tabled by me on behalf of the Socialist
Group. We think provision must be made to the
effect that in the event of commercial success,
which we all want, the companies must be
required to reimburse the amounts made avail-
able to them, with interest. We do not wish
to punish companies that find nothing. If they
are unsuccessful they will not have to reimburse
anything but if, as we all hope, they strike oil,
the Community which advanced funds must be
able to recover them if only to assign them to
other operations. This is not a sanction but
simply application for once of the principle of
a fair return.
Subject to these observations the Socialist Group
supports the two motions for resolutions and
thanks the Commission for drawing up the
texts under consideration here; the Group also
hopes that these texts will be implemented at
the earliest possible date.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bordu to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Bordu. 
- 
(tr') Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I shall begin by making a number of points
on behalf of my group, arising from the report
submitted by Mr Normanton on a motion for
a resolution which supports the Commission's
proposals aimed at lending new vigour to the
Community's policy on prospecting and explora-
tion for hydrocarbons in Europe. According to
one of the conclusions drawn, the European
Parliament has not been sufficiently consulted
on the measures envisaged in this area. The
four first points of the resolution justify the
development of oil production in Europe by
the need to reduce dependence and the disad-
vantages ensuing from an increase in prices
and the lack of supply security. This statement
calls for a number of criticisms on our part,
since we are concerned here with the Com-
munity's entire energy policy. To the extent
that such considerations are involved, the aim
of these criticisms is to show that there is some
difficulty in recognizing the need for a new
international balance of forces and consequently
in establishing new relationships.
This independence in the energy sector is con-
ceived as a break or at least a reduction in trade
{
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with the producer countries, potentially a tactic
resembling blackmail designed to bring prices
down.
And then it must be noted that if we adopt this
line, the cost of producing European oil will be
15 to 20 times higher than the cost in the oil-
producing countries-this may lead to certain
forms of waste.
Points 5, 6 and 9 approve EEC financial support
for a three-year exploration programme and ask
the EEC to grant more favourable conditions to
oil companies prospecting at sea with greater
fiscal and financial benefits. I do not wish to
launch an attack on the oil companies again at
this point. We consider that they are enjoying
considerable concessions for their investments.
A large number of projects corresponding to
specific sums from the Community budget have
already been approved. For offshore exploration
at depths of more than 100 metres, which is
almost always the case, the EEC is proposing
very low rates of taxation and the provision of
funds at very low interest rates. The EEC's
financial participation would consist essentially
of subsidies repayable only in the event of a
find. Now it is clear that over ten years prospect-
ing will cost 1.5 to 2 thousand million units of
account. The Member States will spend at most
25 million units of account which seems to us
fairly insignificant, but the EEC will invest
100 million units of account in 1976 and, con-
verted into the different currencies, this repre-
sents quite large sums.
Basically, we are faced here with a desire to
develop capitalist investment on a very large
scale, through public financing at Community
level, without sufficient control over the funds
and their use; this should be reflected in the
report. We think that supervision should be car-
ried out in a much more effective manner to
ensure normal control over public funds. In our
view the oil companies still benefit from a num-
ber of conditions which are highly advantageous
to them. I have said that I would not reopen
here the debate on the financial scandals of the
oil companies, but you know that basically they
still exist.
In the second report the motion for a resolution
enumerates a series of ideas and objectives seek-
ing to answer the needs of economic and social
development, but let us be clear about one thing: a
distinction must be made between these real
needs and those which seem to be founded on
the profit motive. The essential means, in our
view, are a policy of diversification in the case
of the development of national resources, and
genuine cooperation, which is in contrast with
the policy of the past. Of course we hear a great
deal about preserving the unity of the market at
all costs. We believe, however, that the unity of
the market is threatened more by the practices
of the oil companies than by the consequences
of national or Community policies. In reality the
oil companies are still the masters of the market.
The need for a number of restrictions on energy
consumption has even been considered. We
believe, in fact, that there can be no question of
reducing energy consumption. On the contrary,
economic and social needs call for a level
of consumption which can only increase.
While the share of oil may well have to
fall, the increased use of other energy forms
must be expected at the same time and a decision
reached on the areas in which these new forms
can immediately be substituted for oil. Some of
these problems arise right now, others in the
medium term and yet others in the long term.
Ultimately we believe that-looking at the issue
from the national level-there are ways of avoid-
ing the wastage of oil. This is the case in parti-
cular with large public undertakings such as the
EDF in France which could in some instances
use coal-fired power stations.
The main problem is that of reducing the size
of the major groups which, in their headlong
race for immediate profit, make excessive use
of energy on the basis of a low price policy. We
have just seen that European oil will be very
expensive, and this low price policy belongs to
an age that is past and the best we can now
expect is reasonable price levels. That would be
possible through negotiations which could only
take place between producer and consumer
countries with mutual guarantees.
To some extent what is needed is a new logic
for the utilization and development of energy
sources. A measure of coordination is also neces-
sary in our view and this implies cooperation.
One could say a great deal about the real price
at which the companies purchase oil and the dif-
ferent accounts which they keep and are not
obliged to publish. But while the companies play
a role with their freedom to determine prices
and tax payments, the state also has an influence.
Countries which levy taxes such as VAT on fuel
are effectively profiting from the increase in
prices to the consumer. Solutions must be sought
here if the question of prices is to be solved.
I believe then that on this particular issue, as on
others, we can hope that, as the resolution
requests, a text will soon be tabled on price con-
trol in a period of supply difficulties in order to
avoid all speculation. The rules which already
exist in this area are not applied with sufficient
stringency: the problem of competition naturally
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arises here. We know, however, that there is
practically no competition any more, merely
scandals and rackets. Consequently, the problem
of stringent control must be solved to enable the
policy advocated in the resolution to be applied.
We believe in this respect that the solutions
advocated are weak in comparison with the
major problem facing us, the problem of energy
itself.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Simonet.
Mr Simonet, Vr.ce-President oJ the Commission of
the European Communities. 
- 
(F) Mr President,
there is, in the two reports which have just been
explained by Mr Cointat and Mr Normanton,
a common point to which I can immediately sub-
scribe, namely that the measures proposed by
the Commission are only fragmentary, to borrow
Mr Cointat's expression. That is true and I am
perfectly aware that these measures will only
assume their full meaning and effectiveness
when they form part of a wider whole which
alone can be effective and solve our problems
through the definition of an overall common
energy policy.
However, I should like to dispel what is perhaps
a mistake of interpretation or even an illusion
widely held in many quarters, namely that the
common energy policy is a set of coherent
objectives and means which can be developed by
an intellectual operation carried out once and
for all, and then submitted to the political bodies,
the Parliament and Council of Ministers, after
which we can sit back and wait for a more or
less harmonious process of implementation.
I do not believe that the common energy policy
is an exception to the rule underlying existing
common policies and the creation of all new
common policies at the present time. The process
is slow and difficult; very often when we come
to the end of it we find that the result is quite
different from what we wanted initially and
remote from the theoretical principles underly-
ing the initial approach.
I think that the common energy policy is subject
to this same rule. That is why it was decided
some time ago in the Council of Ministers to hold
regular Council meetings and gradually adopt
measures which, taken in isolation, appear
insignificant or even derisory but which, taken
as a whole, and provided that these measures are
backed up by the political determination to
adopt a common attitude on a number of key
problems, may constitute the basis of a common
energy policy. That is the background to the two
texts submitted to you by the Commission which
you have discussed in a highly constructive
spirit.
Taken at face value, these measures are not
negligible but they can only assume their full
meaning and effectiveness when they are sup-
plemented by other measures forming part of
the flexible and pragmatic overall view we wish
to gain of what the common energy policy will
one day be.
I think that Mr Giraud has given the right reply
to Mr Cointat's observations. It seems to me dif-
ficult to allow in a regulation for every even-
tuality and I think there will always remain
an element of individual appreciation which
must be the responsibility of an executive body
responsible for proclaiming a state of emergency
or need. It is not possible to give a statistical,
legal definition of a state of crisis. Here, trust
must be placed in the Commission which has
opted for a flexible system and can trigger the
mechanism. The Council of Ministers is allowed
a specific interval for further thought, but after
that interval the measure taken by the Commis-
sion, on the basis of its assessment of the facts,
becomes final.
May I also say to Mr Cointat that I listened very
carefully to his assessment of the overall situa-
tion which may arise in the Community; we are
perfectly conscious of this.
This important measure-the extent of its
importance is shown by the fact that we were
unable to take it 18 months ago-must be based
of course on a common resolve to face periods of
emergency together.
As to the second motion for a resolution I think
I can reply favourably to the various points
stressed by Mr Normanton. There are, however,
two-and it is with these that I shall begin-
which I find it difficult to endorse.
First, Mr Normanton expressed the hope that
the Committee on Energy, Research and
Technology would regularly receive projects and
annual programmes in order to discuss and con-
sider them. I do not think this possible. I do not
think it possible, in view of the conditions of
secrecy surrounding the presentation of the
various projects, for the committee to consider
such projects and deliver an opinion on them
before the Commission itself reaches its decision.
I think also that one of the conditions for the
success of this undertaking lies in its speed and
the possibility of finalizing, under conditions
which are certainly not easy, between the Com-
mission of the Communities and the promoters
of the various research projects, contracts under
which the conditions for financial assistance
guaranteed by the Commission will be fixed. I
cannot therefore accept that part of the motion
for a resolution.
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As to the other problems, I think my reply can
be positive, but before looking at them I should
like to turn to one issue which Mr Normanton
personally raised. That is the problem of the
Commission's attitude to the tax which in his
view amounts to confiscation, imposed by certain
governments of the Community countries on oil
companies which have carried out their explora-
tory drilling and are now preparing to exploit
offshore oilfields.
May I say to Mr Normanton in all humility that
I have not enjoyed from my infancy, as he has,
the benefit of that pragmatism which is
characteristic of the British empire. Those of us
rvho have received some of their training in
educational establishments in France or in parts
of Belgium which subscribe to more classical,
Latin disciplines, are obliged to retain some
respect for formal logic come what may.
I say this to Mr Normanton because I fail to
understand properly how he can reconcile his
apparent wish for the Commission to condemn
a tax he considers 'confiscatory' imposed by a
Member State-this would seem to me an
unwarranted intrusion into the sovereignty
which the Member States have so far considered
they must retain in most areas of taxation-with
the hope that the Commission will succeed in
replying to the campaign, which is not new and
with which Mr Normanton is perfecily familiar,
mounted for several months in his country by
the most radical opponents of Britain's continued
membership of the European Economic Com-
munity. One point that they constantly put for-
ward-they have often done so to me- is that
the gnomes of the Commission in Brussels,
draped in their technocratic garb, would get
their hands on the oil resources of Great Britain,
England or Scotland-you see I am leaving all
the possibilities open- and exercise over this
manna a discretionary power which would leave
the British Government shorn of some of its
powers. I have repeatedly had occasion to say
that this is not the case and that the British
Government-or its Scottish branch-remains
fully entitled to take all appropriate decisions in
respect of the development and working of the
North Sea oitfields. Mr Normanton will not mind
my saying how difficult it would be for me to
support this point of view, which is in our com-
mon interest, to present things in their true light
to those who are distorting them in the interests
of partisan beliefs-while at the same time ad-
dressing a warning to Her Majesty's Government
on the grounds that it had taken a number of
decisions judged unfavourable to the companies
which are now or soon will be working the North
Sea oil. However much I may wish to contribute
to creating the best possible conditions for work-
ing this oil, and incidentally however much I
may wish-this is equally important to me-to
be personally agreeable to Mr Normanton, I do
not think I can do this.
Mr Giraud-while also supporting the view I
have just outlined-pointed to the need for
flexibility to face unforeseen developments and
in this respect he quoted a fact we must all
acknowledge, namely that a few months or even
a few weeks before the great oil crisis of 1973
nobody could have believed thdt prices would
quadruple between October and January. Listen-
ing to Mr Giraud, I remembered an article which
had been published a few months previously by
the former director of the Energy and Fuel
Service at the State Department, who is now
Ambassador in Riyadh and forecast, with a
boldness stressed by all the observers at the time,
that oil might soon reach the fabulous price of
5 dollars a barrel. Everyone thought he had gone
too far... but six months later we had reached a
price of 10 dollars and we now know that
everything is possible in this area.
Mr Vandewiele then raised two more specific
questions. As to the nationality of the companies,
the possibilities opened with this regulation are
not confined to companies established or
endowed with legal personality in a'Community
country. I think that if this were the case it
would considerably reduce the potential for
exploiting existing sources whose cost, danger
and economic risk must not be underestimated.
Turning to his second question, it is for this very
reason that we have intentionally limited the aid
mechanism provided in this regulation to a parti-
cular type of research and exploration, namely
exploration offshore.
Finally, as to the last point raised by the repre-
sentative of the Communist Group, I think I can
say I agree with him-just as I may say in pas-
sing that I have no objection to the amendment
tabled by Mr Giraud on behalf of his group, as
he will no doubt have realized already-but
there is just one point to which I should like to
draw Mr Bordu's attention; however legitimate
the complaints against the multinational com-
panies may be, there is at least one which is
unfounded, namely the suggestion that they
impair the proper functioning of the market. I
would even say-as I have on several occasions
and wish to repeat clearly here-that during the
crisis, in which we deplored with such great
regret and sincerity the lack of any real solidar-
ity between the governments, the more or less
precarious maintenance of the common market
and the free movement of products between the
countries which were spared in varying degrees
by the embargo and those which were its victims,
was ensured by the multinational companies.
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I believe then that while in some areas these
companies are open to criticism, the quality of
our arguments against them is weakened if we
sometimes adopt towards them an attitude which
is not justified by the true facts.
Mr President, I have answered the various
speakers. I now come back to Mr Normanton's
report and a number of other questions raised
by him when he put the committee's opinion, and
subsequently taken up by other speakers. It goes
without saying that the criteria of eligibitity for
access to financing for these projects will be
defined and published in the Official Journal.
Here again we consider, however, that it is dif-
ficult to set these criteria for eligibility down in
a legal text to remain valid for a given length of
time, although I would repeat that the criteria
will be fixed with a great deal of precision. As
to the procedures for reimbursing the subsidies,
not only do we intend to make the utilization of
these subsidies conditional on the control
requested by Mr Normanton, but, as I have just
said, the Commission, for which I am the spokes-
man, supports the amendment tabled by Mr
Giraud on behalf of the Socialist Group.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
The general debate is closed.
We shall now eonsider the motions for resolu-
tions.
I put the motion for a resolution in ttre Cointat
report to the vote.
The resolution in the Cointat report is adopted.'
We shall now consider the motion for resolu-
tion in the report by Mr Normanton.
On the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 8 I have
no amendments listed.
I put these texts to the vote.
The preamble and paragraphs 1 to 8 are adopted.
On paragraph 8 I have Amendment No I tabled
by Mr Giraud and worded as follows:
After paragraph 8, insert the following new para-graph:
'8a. Considers moreover that in the event of com-
mercial success any financial support granted
should be repayed in full, including the inter-
est accrued over the period during which the
undertaking benefited from this support;'
The rapporteur has already stated his position
on this amendment, which Mr Giraud moved in
the course of his speech.
I put the amendment to the vote.
Amendment No 1 is adopted.
On paragraphs g to 13 I have no amendments
listed.
I put these texts to the vote.
Paragraphs 9 to 13 are adopted.
I put the whole motion for a rmolution so
amended to the vote.
The resolution is adopted.'
Thank you Mr Simonet.
7. Programme of pilot schernes and studies
to combat pooertA
President. 
- 
The next item is the report by
Mr Dondelinger, on behalf of the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment, on the Com-
munication frorn ttre Commission of the Euro-
pean Communities to the Council on the pro-
gramme of pilot schemes and studies to combat
poverty drawn up in accordance with the resolu-
tion of the Council of 21 January 1974 concern-
ing a social action programme (Doc. 4/?b).
I call Mr Dondelinger.
Mr Dondelit$et, tapporteur. 
- 
(F) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, in the context of the Com-
munity's social action programme approved by
a Council resolution of 21 January 1974, the
Commisson submitted to the Council on
14 January last a programme of pilot schemes
and studies to combat poverty. The aim is to
encourage projects for action against poverty in
the nine Member States by selecti,ng a limited
number of projects enabling the main causm of
poverty to be identified and the means of
improving the situation indicated.
With this end in view, the Commissio,n will
grant financial assistance of up to 500/o of the
true cost of these projects, the remainder being
the responsibility either of the Member States
in the case of projects directly concerning them
or of the private body irr charge of an individual
project. The appropriations entered in the Com-
munity budget amount to 2.5 million units of
account for the current year and 2.75 million
for next year. These appropriations should be
sufficient for a share in the financing of twenty
to twenty-five projects. These experimental
projects aim on the'one hand to define new
methods of combating and overcoming poverty
and on the other to obtain useful information
on the causes of poverty with a view to deter-
mining new strategies for the fight against it.
! OJ No C 95 of 28. 4. 19?5.
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This is not then a progranune of direct aid to
the persons csncerned and I trust you will not
forget this detail during the debate.
On Monday, 3 March 1975, the Committee on
Social Affairs and Employment considered this
programme in the presence of Cornmission
representatives. It comprises twenty pilot pro-jects to which a few others may be added. The
committee discussed at length the notion of
poverty defined by the Commission on page 3
of its communication: 'Poverty is defined as a
lack of command of resources (including cash
incomes, material assets and publicly or priv-
ately organized services such as housing or
education) so extreme that the individuals,
families or categories of persons concerned are
excluded from minimum acceptable ordinary liv-
ing patterns, customs and activities.'
Since the notion of poverty-like other concepts
of the same kind-does not lend itself to a
rigorous definition but remains on the contrary
a rather vague and relative term-for example
a person considered poor in Luxembourg would,
with the same resources, be considered w,ell off
in many developing countries-the Comrrnittee
on Social Affairs and Employment decided not
to seek a clearer definition o,f poverty and
turned its attention to the actual programrne.
The schemes forwarded by the Commission to
the Council fall into' four categories: five
schemes concern areas particularly affected by
endemic poverty or in the process of becoming
poorer; five are intended to satisfy the needs
of certain categories of persons suffering from
this poverty; two are designed to create specific
services and two others to adapt certai,n services;
three schemes are defined as being of a
specifieally Community interest and finally the
programme also provides for three pure research
projects, one of which concerns three countries
simultaneously, namely France, the Federal
Republic and the United Kingdom.
As to the distribution of these twenty projects
by country, France, Ireland and the Federal
Republic have three; two go to Belgium, Den-
mark, Luxembourg and the United Kingdom,
while Italy and the Netherlands have only pre-
sented one project. Finally the twentieth project
concerns the three countries which I just listed.
The list of schemes was drawn up by the Com-
mission in consultation with officials of the
Member States' governments and representatives
of independent social bodies.
Looking at the selected schemes, we see that
nineteen of the twenty program,mes have certain
points in common so that while they differ
there are also some sirnilarities. To give you a
clearer indication, I have discussed the two
Luxembourg projects at length with rhe director
of our teacher-training establishment. These two
projects are concerned with the same families
but seek to approach them from different angles.
While in one of the projects the aim is to deter-
mine tamilies suffering from persistent poverty
taking as its starting point the institutional net-
works, which should enable them to be deter-
miaed as such, the second project approaches
these families through their children and takes
the school system as its point of departure.
The two approaches-to be followed by a single
central team-are complementary and enable
comparisons to be drawn by cross-checking and
respective blind spots to be determined.
The director of our teacher-training institute
who, in his youth, was an assistant at the
Luxembourg prison, is familiar through his
experience with 'fringe' families where the
father is regularly summoned to appear in courtfor vagabondage, abandoning his family and
other similar offences, and the children do not
attend school or only very irregularly.
He explaiured to me the case of families-gen-
erally these are the ones with the most children
-where the father is not working for one reasonor another, and who, when they receive their
allowances-amountiurg to almost 10 000 Belgian
francs or 200 u.a. every fifteen days-manage
to squander all this money i,n two or three days.
Half the money goes on drink and the other
half is wasted on expensive food so that the
children are sick even at school. But for the
next ten days the same children have to beg
sandwiches from their neighbours.
It would be wrong to describe a family with
resources of 17 000 Betrgian francs or 340 u.a.
each month as poor, but in one sense of the
term these families are poor. They are trnable
to adapt to their human and social environment,
to say nothing of their cultural environment.
And what happens to their children who are
brought up in such conditions?
This is the true problem, the problem which
needs to be solved. These chitrdrEn are not
responsible for their parents but society at large
has a certain responsibility to these children.
It appears that two or three Luxembourg
families in every thousand are in a situation
similar to that I have just described.
Since the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg has no
underdeveloped regions or provinces which are
becoming poorer, it may be assumed that these
problems are even more pronounced in other
Member States of the Community. A rapid
perusal of the selected schemes shows this to
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be the case. I said just now that nineteen of
the twenty projects have certain points of
similarity. But the twentieth differs significantly
from all the others. I have already drawn atten-
tion to this point during the discussion in the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
and I should like to say a word in particular to
my Italian colleagues, regardless of their polit-
ical views and affiliati,ons. The Italian project,
for which one quarter of the total appropriation
is earmarked, i.e. some 640 000 u.a., seems to
give cause for certain criticism. Reference is
made in fact to the creation of local social service
units to harmonize activities carried out
independently up to now; these units would con-
sist of 10 to 15 members for each province or
parish concerned. In addition a controlling and
coordinating group with 8 to 10 members is pro-
posed, and when we read that this group is also
to maintain contact with the Commission and
Italian government and seek a means of coopera-
tion between the centnal authority and the local
authority, between the authorities and the
private sector, there is no need to be much of
a prophet to realize that this group will soon
have far more staff than the 8 to 10 members
mentioned. Personally, I think this programme
conceals the risk of the creation of a new
administration with all that implies' This is why
I am asking my Italian colleagues to make sure
that the project proposed by their government
does not degenerate into the creation of a new
administration. That would certainly not accord
with the purpose of the communication from
the Commission to the Council.
Having said that, I wish to draw your particular
attention to paragraph 5 of the motion for a
resolution which states that the Parliament
regrets that the programme has been submitted
by the Commission in the form of a mere co,m-
munication, whereas it should have read 'regrets
that the proposal has been submitted by the
Commission in the form of a mere programme'.
That minor change to the text is not the essential
point. This particular paragraph was discussed
at length in the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment. The method of a 'communica-
tion' from the Commission to the Council does
not facilitate the task of our Parliament or of
the bodies of the Council and it is extremely
difficult subsequently to translate the provisions
into traditional legal instruments as laid down
in the Treaty.
When the Commission presented its 'Social
Action Programme' which is at the basis of this
proposal, in 1973, the same problem had arisen
and the Commission found it necessary to draw
up a draft Council resolution which was finally
adopted by the Council on 21 January 1974.
Against this background, I should like to ask
Mr Hillery, in all frankness, whether he does not
see any way of changing the Commission's com-
munication into either a resolution or a decision.
This would give Parliament's report a more legal
form and above all a form compatible with the
traditional legal instruments of the Rome Treaty.
As to the report itself, I should like to point
out that on 25 February 1975 the Economic and
Social Committee approved the communication
we are now discussing. Parliament's Committee
on Budgets considered and unanimously ap-
proved this proposal at its meeting of 24 March
1975, while the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment adopted the motion .tor a resolution
and explanatory statement by twelve votes to
one.
I therefore request you, ladies and gentlemen, to
adopt today in plenary sitting the report I havejust presented to you. I am of course at your
disposal for any further information you may
require.
(Applail.se)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Artzinger to present the
opinion of the Committee on Cultural Affairs
and Youth.
Mr Artzing (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Committee on Cultural Affairs
and Youth was a-lso consulted on the martter now
before us. The committee was unable to deliver
a formal opinion, but I should like to make a
few observations deputizing for Mrs Hanna
Walz, the rapporteur on this matter. Both in the
definition of poverty, which specifically covers
the need for aid in educating children of
deprived families, and in setting the airns of the
pilot schemes and studies, educational problems
of the persons afflicted by poverty play a major
role.
How could it be otherwise? We have a special
obligation to ensure that young people do not
become or remain victims of our affluent society.
We therefore welcome the Commission's com-
munication which helps to answer the sometimesjustified criticism that the Community is con-
cerned primarily with common growth and gives
too much attention to workers as a productive
force. This is a first, if modest step on a new
road, even if the duration of the prolect and its
method of financing deserve criticism. Steps to
detect and eliminate poverty cannot be taken
in just two years. If the fight against poverty is
seen as a task for the Community it is a little
illogical to hand these projects back to the
Member States after a short time, as the Com-
munity's aim is after all to bring our living
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conditions increasingly close together. This can
therefore only be the first stage of the under-
taking. The decision taken by the Council on
the basis of the communication must also be
given an appropriate legal form as the rappor-
teur has just requested, so that a permanent
basis can be found for long-term development
of the project and practical solutions to the
problem within the limits of what is possible.
We also wonder why the Commission has not
surrnmarized the work already in progress in this
sector in all the Member States. This would be
a source of experience relevant at Community
level as weIL It is therefore di-fficult for the
non-expert to determine whether the subsidizd
projects offer anything new.
One further remark on the composition of the
research teams: they should not only be inter-
disciplinary but also multinational so that
experience from different countries can be taken
into consideration from the outset, in particular.
experience of pre-school classes, vooational
training and the prevention of juvenile delin-
quency.
The question of coordination should also be
raised. The Commission has drawn up a special
programme for migrant workers and their
children although this category is also con-
sidered in some of the pilot schemes. Close
cooperation and coordination should be ensured
at the level of the Member States and also at
that of the Commission where more than one
directorate-general is participating in both pro-
grammes. The Commission should explain how
it proposes to achieve this.
We should also like to learn from the Commis-
sion what conclusions it proposes to draw for
the Community if initial results are available
after the two years. We are convinced that it
would not be logical to stop at the end of the
first stage proposed by the Community. The
fight against poverty of individuals or groups is
a permanent task-panticularly important for
the European Community.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hdrzschel to speak on
behalf of the Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Hdrzschel. 
- 
(D) Mr President, Iadies and
gentlemen, this proposal marks a further step
towards the fulfilment of the Social Action Pro-
gramme. On 21 January 1974, in its resolution
on a social action programme, the Council of
Ministers gave particular priority to nine
measures. These include the implementation of
various special actions to combat poverty by
preparing pilot schemes i-nd studies.
The Christian-Democratic Group therefore
welcomes the fact that the Commission has now
submitted these proposals, although we realize
that at the present time the labour market
situation and unemployment are in the lorefront
of the discussion on public social policy.
Nevertheless we are of the opinion that in a
relatively affluent society we must pay greater
attention to the fringe groups of this society and
those who live in particular poverty.
We realise that this proposal from the Commis-
sion is only concerned with pilot schemes and
studies and there should not be too much
expectation of financial aid or success on a broad
basis. It is a modest beginning but a contribu-
tion which, with careful implementation, can
achieve fundamental importance. We regret, as
has been stated before, the legal form which the
Commission has selected for this proposal,
namely that of a mere oommunication.
This does not help Parliament in its considera-
tion and appropriate weight is not given to the
matter in question.
We hope and expect nevertheless that it will be
possible to achieve the objective and implement
the ideas and that positive results will ensue.
We consider it to be a deficiency however-and
this was mentioned by the previous speaker-
that this programme does not at the same time
provide a survey of the measures and experience
of the Member States in this sector. This would
have made it easier for Parliament to" assess
the present situation and made it easier for the
Commission to select worthy projects and would
have prevented overlappiag.
We welcome the fact that the Commission has
defined the term 'poverty' in order to mark out
the limits for granting this aid.
We also welcome the criteria to be applied in
the selection of projects, especially because they
are innovatory and are intended to influence the
development of fundamental decisions.
We also welcome the fact that in the implemen-
tation of all projects the active participation of
the target groups is to be encouraged and
participation in planning is also possible. This
may constitute an important precondiiton for
success.
It also seems important to us that these projects
are to cover problems arising in several coun-
tries of the Community. In this way the Com-
munity character will be recorded and ernpha-
sized.
The classification of projects into four types also
meets with our approval, because this ensures
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a broad spectrum of assistance and all fields can
be considered with equal importance.
We also endorse the principle that the projects
which are to receive assistance as part of this
programme are to be recorded scientifically and
reports submitted regularly on the state of pro-
gress. We consider it essential in this connection
that the Commission should stipulate at an early
date the methods by which the results are to be
assessed. It must be ensured that the results and
the experience gained, both positive and nega-
tive, are evaluated and forwarded as soon as
possible to the responsible governments, the
organizations concerned and the interested
parties.
We also agree with the proposal that the finan-
cial contribution of the Community should be,
as a rule, 500/o of the actual costs and limited
to this amount. We consider it possible however
that in certain exceptional cases a higher grant
may be made.
This could have a positive effect for example in
the area of private initiative. In this connection
I should like to mention that there are no li,mita-
tions as regards the circle of publ;ic or private
applicants and that any organization or private
initiative has equal chances if it satisfies the
conditions.
This situation is admittedly restricted to some
extent by the fact that the national govern-
ments responsible must give their approval to
the p5oject in question. To this extent the
governments of the Member States can play a
part in determining and beariag the responsibil-
ity for the selection of those programmes which
are to be given assistance. We hope that it will
not only be large organizations which will be
involved.
The applications to be made are expected to
provide both a general survey of the project,
the objectives, the methods and a timetable and
provide information about the participation of
the target groups, scientific control and finances.
This oan be fundamentally approved. The Com-
mission, however, does not satisfv its own
criteria since the projects listed in the annex
have for example no financial plan. This makes
it difficult to consider the number of projects
which are to be assisted additionally to those
listed and we therefore ask the Commission to{ill this gap as quickly as possible and to iasert
the necessary fun'ds for these projects so that
we can have a complete picture.
The financial provision for this programme
seems to us completely inadequate since the
2.5 million u.a. for 1975 will only allow very
modest action. If the objectives are to be
seriously pursued, more funds must be made
available. Nevertheless we urge the Couneil to
release at least the proposed funds for these
projects as soon as possible.
We also share the doubts of the Committee on
Budgets as regards the uncertaiaties in the fin-
ancial sphere. In this connection we also regret
the fact that finance is only provided for two
years. This period of tirne seems to us too short
since it will only be an initial attack on the prob-
lems. The supplementary programme shoutrd be
submitted as soon as possible so that the con-
tinuation of longer term projects can even be
considered. We take the view that this is a long-
term Community task.
We would also welcome the inclusion of inter-
national research teams in the evaluation of the
results and the inclusion of research results in
other countries in this evaluation. We expect
that these projects will be undertaken without
delay so that the poor and particularly under-
privileged groups in our population can be
helped more effectively in the short and medium
term.
We also expect that before this programme is
completed, the Commission will submit to the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment
an intermediate report of the results achieved.
The Christian-Democratic Group approves this
programme and the motion for i resolution ahd
will give its fuII support to the project.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Albers to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.
Mr Albers. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, my group has noted with approval
the programme of pilot schemes and studies to
combat poverty drawn up by the Commission.
In general, the group also approves the report
drawn up by Mr Dondel,inger, for which I should
iike to thank him on behalf of my group. Some
incidental comment is, however, called for.
It is easy to see why the words 'to combat
poverty' has been the subject of debate. What
is poverty? Where is the poverty in the countries
of the European Community in comparison with
the enormous and almost insoluble problem of
extreme poverty in some parts of the world? Is
it not a fact that, as a result of a continuous
social security system, refilred over many years,
poverty has been gradually reduced in the coun-
tries of the European Community and can now
perhaps be regarded as completely eradicated,
inasmuch as it can nowadays be kept at bay by
means of unemployment payments and benefits
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even though the level of unemployment has risen
considerably?
Thus, the expression 'to combat poverty' is not
very appropriate and coul.d give rise to mis-
understandirngs. The nature of the progrEunme
indicates that the intention is in fact to combat
the social underdevelopment so apparent
throughout the Cornmunity in certain social
groups, certain areas of large towns and in.
country villages. However, groups or districts
affected by the problems of substandard accom-
modation, educational, cultur,al and linguistic
disadvantages, lack of involvement in commun-
ity life, and social or political inequality, shoutrd
not be classed as poor, otherwise those con-
cerned will start to fel that somehow they do
not belong to society, which might give rise to
serious unrest.
The phenomenon as such naturally holds the
attention of the national political parties and
is being tackled on a broad front by soeial
workers. However, in practice the methods ap-
plied are very different and by no means always
lead to the desired result. Moreover, lack of
funds at social level often makes it necessary
to postpone or interrupt projects. It is therefore
partieularly pleasing that a number of pilot
schemes (with about six different categories) can
now be launched at European level within the
framework of the Social Action Programme. I
should however point out that my group fully
agrees with the rapporteur that it is regrettable
that this programme was not submitted in the
form of a decision or resolution.
Our group considers it essential to cooperate
closely with local authorities and institutions in
the i,rnplementation of this programme.
With regard to financing, it is a moot point
whether the implementation of the programme
is sufficiently well guaranteed. Some projects
will cover a number of years but appropriations
have been set aside only for 1975 and 1976(2[ million u.a. and 27a million u.a. respectively).
It is possible that projects which cover a long
period of time will be jeopardized by lack of
financial provision for the distant future. It is
also possible that the 500/o contri,butiron to be
provided by the national governments and
perhaps also the contributions from the local
authorities could at any given time be exhausted
so that it would not be possible to implement
the projects in full. This point deserves attention
because the programme is only meani,ngful if
the projects are implemented in full, which is
a pre-requisite for comparison of the results and
for reaping the benefits of the projects.
Among the projects I have meartioned there has
been one notable omission, namely migrant
workers, a group in our society which is
manifestly underprivileged. I assrune, however,
that we shall be coming back to this in due
course when we discuss the action programme
for migrant workers.
It only remains for me to say now, Mr Presi-
dent, that my group approves the report and the
resolution it contains.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Lady Elles to speak on behalf
of the European Conservative Group.
Lady Elles. 
- 
Mr President, I would like to con-
gratulate Mr Dondelinger on his report and mo-
tion for a resolution, which my group supports.
But we are not really very happy about the
programme which has been prepared by the
Commission. I think this in some way also
reflects, with respect to the previous speaker, a
slight lack of social conscience on the part even
of our socialist colleagues in this House, to say
that really there is no poverty in the Community
now, and of course certainly not when compard
with developing countries. Of course there is no
obvi,ous poverty, in the sense of the vast ghettos
of slums of some 50 years ago and children
without shoes. But to anybody who has done
social work for 15 or 20 years in a big city, I
cErn assure you that it is clear that there is con-
siderable poverty of the most pathetic kind
because it is hidden poverty. In an affluent
society, poverty becomes even more marked,
since the luxuries of yesteryear become the
necessities of today, an'd even the necessities
cannot be obtained by certain seetors of our
society.
We would have liked, therefore, to see a wider
range of studies, a wider range of projects, from
which we could have gained dome idea of what
was in the mind of the Commission. We very
much hope that the projects put forward are
only a beginning and that they will be very
much more extended both in range and in depth.
In a Community where every Member State
nowadays is virtually responsible for ttre welfare
provisions of its citizens, given the enormous
amounts spent, the first thing I would recom-
m,end is a very close study of the systems them-
selves, not only in regard to the quantities that
are given in the form of benefits, but also to
how they are given, to the administrative pro-
cedures anid to the legality of the benefits, how
they can be obtained, who can obtain them, and
above aII how easily they can obtain them. So
often we come across people who are entitled to
benefits but do not know about them because
they may be illiterate, or cannot get to a post
office to make an application, or are prevented
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by the modern pressure of life from obta.ining
the state benefits which might be available if
they filled in the necessary forms in triplicate
and waited several weeks or even mo,nths for
an answer-as we know in some Member States
waiting is longer than in others. You may be
extremely poor if you are still waiting for your
benefits after, say, 6 months and have no other
form of income. So I would first of all like to
see a very much closer look taken at the systems
themselves and at their effects irn the areas
where need is greatest.
I do not entirely agree with the terms 'fringe
groups', 'fringe members of our society' and 'the
underprivileged'. I can cite one category of per-
son which is certainly not a fringe part of society
but which covers vast areas of the Community:
those are the people who are left as one parent
to look after a child or children. Now these are
by no means fringe people. In the United King-
dom over a million children are being brought
up by one parent alone in conditions of great
hardship, because the parent-generally the
mother<annot of course earn enough with the
present rates of wages and salaries to keep her
famility. She is not always able to ask for sup-
plementary benefits and she does not always
want to do so. The minute she starts earning,
in fact, she is debarred from drawing supple-
mentary benefits from the state. In these I would
have liked to see much aloser and much deeper
study, together with some practical reco{rn-
mendations.
Moregver, some cases of poverty are based not
only on social reasons such as ill health, bad
housing, or low educational level, but are also
the result of the legal and administrative proces-
ses which are constantly being extended in our
states without regard for their results. I think
here again we should take a much closer look
at what is happening. We had an example fro,m
Mr Dondelinger himself with regard to family
allowances. The allowance itself may by modern
standands be generous and enable one to m,ain-
tain a child, but it is paid to the father, who
is not living with the family. Why is th,at allow-
anoe not paid to the rnother who is responsible
for paying for the daily upkeep of'the child?
This is a small administrative example which
I think could be of benefit in showing the need
for a much more flexible approach to this kind
of problem.
Another major issue in ttre Community, which
f am sorry not to see taken up in the Commis-
sion's prograrrune, is the matter of enforcement
of maintenance orders. Thousands of cases of
poverty would be relieved if adequate mainten-
ance enforcement was provided by means of
simple procedures containing effective measures
for ensuring that a maintenance order is paid
anrd paid regularly. I hope that a much wider
study is made of this in order to eliminat+
not exactly at a stroke because that is a very
unfortunate phrase-but nevertheless fairly
easily the extreme poverty from which a whole
range of people are suffering at the mo,ment.
Simii.arly, in our welfare states, do any Member
States have adequate legal procedures such as
tribunals to which peopie can turn as of right
without having to go thro'r.rgh a lot of formalities
in order to have their oases heard when they
are entitled to benefits? Here again a very great
area of poverty exists, caused by the delay iar
receiving benefits. I think very close study is
required, since the tribunals system might prove
effective in relieving poverty for a very large
number of people.
I would like to add that I think the educational
system should also be looked into much more
closely. If we are going to help people to solve
the problems of poverty, one of the first things
we must do is to educate the children of the
Cornmunity to help themselves to be individually
responsible for their actions. I would like to see
a study of training methods for young children,
to enable them to be independent and able to
cope with the scientific, technological and
rapirdly evolving society in which we are now
living. Then there is the question of nutrition.
In three-quarters of the cases of poverty that
I have had to deal with, those concerned had
bad nourishment as children, were underfed and
therefore do not have the strength now to cope
with the pressures and strains of modern life.
But I see nothing in the programme about the
study of nutritional systems or the effects of
bad nutr:ition, which are a major cause of
poverty in Western Europe.
With these thoughts I close, Mr President, and
I very much hope that some of these i'deas will
be taken up by the Commission. I think the
proposals mentioned in the Commission's report
are very harmless and will be almost totally
unproductive and I would l,ike to see a much
larger vision for the cure of poverty. Many of
these studies do not need a great deal of money,
but they do need a great deal of experience of
working in the field of poverty and knowing
what is going on in our Community.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bordu to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Bordu. 
- 
(F) Mr President, in presenting his
report Mr Dondelinger has done his duty, but I
would ask the question: who really believes, in
his heart of hearts, in the validity of the project
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submitted for discussion? I apologize for speak-
ing so bluntly: this programme of pilot schemes
and studies to combat poverty is a miserable
attempt to distract us from our current dif-
ficulties, a way for those responsible for this
situation, which has existed since the beginning
of time, to discharge their responsibilities.
How can we answer the present dissatisfaction
of the wage earners, the unemployed, and the
hard-hit families? Will we say: '...but we are
carrying out studies into poverty...'?
In fact, poverty can be found throughout Europe
and there is no need to look any further. It is,
however, hidden behind the arrogance of the
smug over-privileged.
Is there no fundamental solution to these prob-
lems? Can we not pay adequate wages? Could
we not achieve equality between wages for men
and women, increase pensions, grants and family
allowances, fight against the rise in prices, in
particular by removing taxes from the common
consumer products, by taxing the large indus-
trial and banking companies who are mil-
lionaires, by fighting against unemployment, by
building low-cost housing, by economizing on the
cost of armaments?... there are other measures
capable of putting an end to this poverty, not
by means of assistance, but by recognition of the
rights of the citizen, of man, woman, and the
child.
Already in certain countries the measures to be
adopted are being widely discussed. It is pro-
posed to break down the hierarchy of wages so
that the lowest paid become better paid but, it
must be said, without either the state or the
employers having to pay one penny. The poverty
threshold is taken as 1 400 Frs. for a family of
four persons. I would say that if governments
adopt such an attitude they will merely create
more poverty in relation to the conditions of
those above this threshold.
Alongside this assessment, it is considered that
it would be necessary to limit growth by limit-
ing demand, that it would be necessary to
arrange part-time working provided that such
working hours make it possible to attain the
poverty threshold, i.e. 1400 Frs, per month for
a family of four. This is in fact a policy of
redistribution of income which we consider
practically anti-social; it is a policy for increas-
ing poverty.
In fact one might ask whether this policy of
assistance is to be extended indefinitely, produc-
ing new distinctions, both moral and physical
and material, which affect the dignity of man,
whose reason for living is to work for society
and not the social aid funds! For us the problem
is part of a new approach based on an economy
controlled by man and which is in his service
and not in the service of a few. Anything else,
we must say, quite frankly, is mere idle chatter.
However, no fundamental measures have been
taken in this area. Therefore, in such a society,
the cause is decided in advance.
Perhaps we can speak about it again one day!
In the meantime, we believe that the victims of
poverty today have no other means of achieving
dignity and better living conditions than by
fighting. Let us not mince our words: the exces-
sive accumulation of capital for the benefit of a
few is incompatible with the interests of all the
others and in particular the least privileged.
Lady Elles has adequately shown this in the
picture she has just described. We are faced with
an important task; it is not necessarily the one
we are considering here today.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Santer.
Mr Santer. 
- 
(F) Mr President, I should like
to bring to the debate a more optimistic note
than was contained in the speech by Mr Bordu.
I believe, in fact, that the programme of pilot
schemes and studies to combat poverty, as pre-
sented by the Commission, is worthwhile from
more than one point of view.
First of all this programme introduces a new
dimension into Community social policy in that
it constitutes, as is also justly pointed out by the
motion for a resolution submitted to us, the first
manifestation of Community solidarity towards
the social categories who, for various reasons,
are unable to share in the economic and social
progress of our society.
For too long perhaps social policy has been con-
sidered solely from a comprehensive, quantita-
tive viewpoint. It is true that the Community
as a whole has succeeded, in spite of certain
vicissitudes, in achieving economic progress and
as a result promoting the material prosperity of
the population in general.
It is none-the-less true that certain social cate-
gories in the populations of all our countries are
experiencing difficulty in fitting into this
development and therefore find themselves on
the fringes of our society. It is therefore only
right that in its resolution of 21 January 1974
on the social action programme the Council gave
priority to the struggle against poverty for the
benefit of these social categories.
In the second place the programme submitted to
us seems to define by its selectivity a new ap-
proach, a new strategy for combating chronic
poverty. The object of the programmes is to
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identify more clearly the causes of poverty, to
gather precise information by applying new
techniques to remove poverty where it actually
exists. In this, it seems to me, these programmes
constitute a welcome innovation. I approve, on
the one hand, the way in which the programmes
have been selected and, on the other, the way in
which the Commission plans to carry them out.
They cover all the Member States of the Com-
munity and Mr Dondelinger was right to point
out that poverty as conceived and defined in this
programme is to be found in all countries. I will
add that in the richest societies it is perhaps even
more pronounced and even more obvious than in
the less-developed societies.
It also seems to me essential that the social
categories covered by the programme should
themselves take part in the implementation of
the programme intended for them. I consider
that the Commission will thus be able to acquire
valuable and useful information on the ability of
these people to integrate into our society.
These basic considerations clearly show the
specific nature of the social action set out in the
Commission programme. It is not a question of
aid for subsidies to be granted to needy popula-
tions; nor is it a question of regional programmes
for the benefit of the least-favoured regions: the
programme has its own distinct character which
will go beyond action itself and give rise to
deliberations as to the preparation of future
policies in this area.
After examining the Commission's proposals I
would, however, like to make the following brief
comments: the first relates to the financial
aspect of the programme and on this point I
would refer to the opinion of the Committee on
Budgets and I would like to ask the Commission
to provide us with certain details. The Commis-
sion proposes to allocate appropriations of
2.5 million units of account for 1975 and of the
order of 2.?5 million units of account for 1976.
Without any explanatory information I would
be unable, like the Committee on Budgets, to
assess whether these appropriations are adequate
to finance all the projects provided for in the
programme. The Committee on Budgets has
expressed some reservations about this matter.
For my part, I consider it would be extremely
damaging if, because the appropriations were
inadequate, the programmes in question could
not be properly completed. If priority is to be
given to this programme, the financial mearui
needed for its implementation must also be
provided.
My second comment concerns the use made of
the information aequired by the implementation
of these projects. It seems to me of prime
importance that the results should first be asses-
sed by an institute of applied sociology so that a
thorough analysis can be made of the causes of
poverty in our modern society. In its communica-
tion to the Council, it is true, the Commission
provides that the state of progress of the project
should be recorded in periodic reports and that
appropriate systems for the asselsment of the
results will be drawn up afterwards. Since we
wish to find new ways and new techniques for
devising a specific strategy to combat poverty,
we must provide straightaway for an examina-
tion and analysis by a specialist institute of the
problems and the information acquired.
My final comment, Mr President, concerns the
duration of the programme undertaken. I would
like to ask whether these programmes are to
extend solely over a period of two years, as the
financing plan seems to indicate, or if the Com-
mission intends to continue similar projects
thereafter. It seems essential, if one wishes to
find new political solutions to the complex prob-
lem of poverty, that we must go further than
the one programme which has been submitted
to us.
I would condude by congratulating the Com-
mission on its initiative. I hope for my part that
the Council will approve the Commission's pro-
gramme as quickly as Parliament has done,
thanks to the efforts of the Committee on Social
Affairs and Employment and its rapporteur, so
that the work can begin as soon as possible. This
will constitute the first decisive step in the
struggle against the grave social phenomenon
which poverty represents in our affluent society.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hillery.
Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission of
the European Comtnunities. 
- 
Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, in speaking on the pro-
gramme of pilot schemes and studies to combat
poverty, which has been submitted to the Coun-
cil, I note that Parliament has already indicated
its support for the programme through the neces-
sary budget provision. I am grateful for that sup-
port, for the very evident support given today,
and also to the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment which has. effectively endorsed the
programme.
As my more detailed comments will indicate, the
Commission's response to the constructive com-
ments made by Mr Dondelinger in his excellent
report on behalf of the committee is entirely a
positive one. I am glad to have this opportunity
of thanking him personally for his excellent
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work, and the other speakers too. They have all
spoken in a manner which greatly encourages
the Commission to continue in this field, which
is a new one and perhaps to many an unexpected
one for the Community.
The potential contribution of a Community social
policy to the further development of the Euro-
pean Communities and the pursuit of the Euro-
pean ideal should not be underestimated. While
I have no doubt that the construction of the
Community has been a major factor in economic
growth, I am always conscious that this can have
little credibility for those sectors of the Com-
munity which during recent years of growth
found the problems of living becoming more and
more difficult. We must never forget that even
when significant improvements in general levels
of prosperity are recorded in Community
statistics, poverty and underprivilege persist.
Any measure the Community can take to ease
the burdens of deprivation will therefore help to
create a wider awareness of the Community's
positive contribution to the betterment of all the
peoples in Europe.
The Council of Ministers' resolution of January
74 concerning a social action programme gives
priority among the projects presented by the
Commission to a number of projects of limited
scale but major importance. A good example of
this was the decision to implement in coopera-
tion with the Member States specific measures
to combat poverty by drawing up pilot schemes.
The programme proposed by the Commission
which we are discussing today does not offer
direct aid to anyone who is the victim of
material deprivation. What it does do is to
provide a Community-wide incentive for the
examination of the phenomenon of povertyin what we like to think of as an affluent
society. The research projects through which
this examination will be conducted must be
projects whose lessons are likely to be applic-
able in more than one Member State and w-hich
are likely to suggest concrete ways of combating
endemic poverty in whatever social sector or
regional area it may occur. In other words while
a programme of pilot projects cannot of itself
abolish poverty, it can serve to develop clear
concepts of a complex problem and contribute
towards better informed and more effective
policies for the future.
I would like to conclude by referring to some of
the specific points contained in the motion for a
resolution and in Mr Dondelinger's report. In its
Communication to the Council on pilot schemes,
the list of projects given by the Commission was
only a preliminary one; we still reserve the right
to change this list and add other projects if
necessary. Our choice of projects will be based
firmly on the relevance of each project to the
overall objectives I have already outlined.
I agree with the rapporteur that a report on the
results of this programme to both Parliament
and Council would be desirable and useful, and
I intend that an article to ensure that the Com-
mission shall submit such a report before the
end of 1976 shall be included in the Commission,s
revised submission to the Council. The resolution
before you refers-and many speakers here refer
to it too-to the form in which the programme
should be submitted to the Council, and I can
tell you that the Commission intends to put into
effect the suggestion made in this regard.
The Commission is preparing the text of a draft
decision of the Council, and I hope that this will
be submitted to the Council at an early date.
As this initiative will be essentially a change in
format in which the content of the draft decision
will be identical with the content of the Com-
munication already considered by you, the Com-
mission would be grateful, in order to assure
the earliest possible decision by the Council, if
you would be prepared to forego the formality
of a further consultation. The sense of under-
standing displayed in both Mr Dondelinger,s
report and in his discussion makes me confident
that you will facilitate in this way the passage
of a measure which, in the words of the resolu-
tion before you, is a demonstration of Commun-
ity solidarity uis ti uis the underprivileged and
fringe members of our society.
We always have some trouble with the definition
of those people in society who do not have thefull benefit of all the growth which has taken
place; the term 'fringe members' is used to
indicate people who will not benefit unless
specific measures are taken. I think Lady Elles
might accept the term on the understanding thatit does not mean people who do not properly
belong to the centre of society, but people who
are 'fringe members' only in terms of their own
incapacity to benefit from the goods which are
automatically given to others.
As regards the suggestion that we draw from
the experience of Member States, we have
already to a large extent based our studies of
what should be done in pilot and model projects
on seminars at which people working in this
field in the Member States have been brought
together, and also on follow-up meetings of
representatives of those groups held at regular
intervals and at an intensive level. We hope to
continue to draw from the experience in Member
States and to apply the experience we gain from
the pilot studies and models throughout fhe
Community.
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As far as obtaining a bird's-eye view of what we
are trying to do is concerned, I think this is a
good idea. I do not know at what stage we will
have a clear picture of poverty and its under-
lying problems and causes, of whether there are
an identifiable limited number of causes or not;
but if at any time we can evolve a bird's-eye
view, I think I can promise Parliament that the
Commission will prepare a document showing
the lines we intend to pursue.
An annexed explanatory note, which was for the
internal use of the Commission only, found its
way into documents which were later distribued
to other institutions. However, I can give you
the details which would perhaps help to make a
more exact assessment of the implications. In the
note it was stated that the average costs for
personnel for each project corresponded with the
cost for one project leader and l0 specialists or
14 400 u.a. plus 120 000 u.a. which is 134 000 u.a.
for personnel and the other average costs, the
administrative costs for each project were
estimated at the same figure in all cases. The
total cost for 20 projects was in this way
calculated as being 5 360 000 u.a. As the Com-
mission proposes that Community participation
should be restricted in general to 50o/o of the
total cost, the Community intervention was esti-
mated at 2 680 000 u.a. or rounded down to the
figure which you have before you, 2.5 million
u.a. The overall appropriations in the social field
allocated to chapter 98 amount to 3 200 000 u.a.
with a special appropriation of 600 000 u.a. for
the European Vocational Training Centre. The
amount of 3.2 million u.a. must be transfered to
the operational chapters of the . budget and
distributed amongst the four following items and
articles:
Item 3050: Programme of research on labour
market trends 200 000 u.a.
Item 3051: Pilot projects for better housing for
handicapped workers: 450 000 u.a.
Item 3060: Poverty programme: 2.5 million u.a.
Article 307: Community measures for the parti-
cipation of both sides of industry in the Com-
munity's economic and social decisions: 50 000
u.a.
There is as yet no financial provision for Item
3061 on the organization and humanization of
work. The Commission is preparing a proposal
on that subject which will be submitted to the
Council in the course of this year but this has
not as yet required the provision of a line in the
budget.
As regards the geographical distribution of the
projects, we would again underline that the
Commission gave in the communication only a
preliminary list of schemes and studies, reserv-
ing the right to change the list and add other
projects. The choice of projects will, of course,
be based on the relevance of each project in the
Community and not at all on national distribu-
tion of the funds. May I again, Mr President,
thank Parliament for the encouraging remarks
that have been made and Mr Dondelinger for
the very extensive study he has made of this
problem in his report.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Dondelinger.
Mr Dondelinge\ rapporteur. 
- 
(F) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, this first report which I
have had the honour of presenting before this
Assembly has been favourably welcomed by all
the speakers except Mr Bordu, who, for reasons
which are familiar to us, did not approve it.
I should like to thank Mr Hillery, who has told
us that the Commission hopes to be able to make
this communication into a directive so that the
Council can go further in its action.
I shall not go into the details of all the questions
which have been raised. I would simply say to
Mr Bordu that when I spoke of the non-working
population, I was not thinking of the unemployed
but those who, even in a period of over-employ-
ment, cannot be made to work. I shall not say
any more.
I would ask you, ladies and gentlemen, to vote
in favour and I hope that the Council will take
the fullest possible advantage of this text.
President. 
- 
I put the motion for a resolution
to the vote.
The resolution is adopted. l
Thank you Mr Hillery.
8. Situation of refugees in Indochina
President. 
- 
The next item is the motion for a
resolution tabled by Mr Lticker on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Group, Mr Fellermaier on
behalf of the Socialist Group, Mr Durieux on
behalf of the Liberal and Allies Group, Mr Kirk
on behalf of the European Conservative Group
and Mr de la Maldne on behalf of the Group of
European Progressive Democrats, on the situa-
tion of refugees in Indochina (Doc. 36175).
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I call Mr Deschamps to present the motion for
a resolution.
Mr Deschamps. 
- 
(.F') Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Parliament to which we have
the honour and-I would emphasize-the res-
ponsibility of belonging certainly constitutes the
most representative assembly of the democratic
peoples of Europe. We represent here the
political will of nearly 300 million European
citizens and at the same time this Assembly is
the expression of a civilization which has always
plaeed the dignity of man at the basis of its
development.
At a time when we are debating political, legal,
financial, and economic problems here, which
are certainly very important for the future of
our continent, a drama is unfolding in the
ancient countries of Indochina, a drama which
is reaching absolutely intolerable proportions.
Hundreds of thousands of children, women and
old people are being innocent victims of a war
which they definitely did not want, for which
they are not responsible, but are having to bear
all the horror and all the cruelty.
We would therefore be failing in our duty as
civilized men and women if we did not express
deep emotion and anxiety in the face of so much
cumulative misery. We would be unworthy to
belong to a civilization which above all respects
the dignity of man and we would be unforgiv-
ably forgetful of the misery experienced thirty
years ago by our own people if, regardless of any
political concern and speaking only from our
own conscience, we did not express our deep
solidarity with these innocent victims.
It is in this spirit, Mr President, that the
Christian-Democratic Group undertook the
initiative to submit this resolution-and I thank
those groups which have associated themselves
with us.
We are also responsible politicians, and there-
fore, we cannot merely speak from our hearts,
express our emotion, and proclaim our solidarity.
We have the duty to decide the means of action
to be employed to relieve this misery at least in
part.
For this purpose, we must make available with-
out hesitation the necessary funds. Questions of
principle or procedure liable to interfere with or
compromise this action to safeguard human life
must not be allowed to intervene.
At the same time, the peoples of Europe must
be given a genuine guarantee that this effort by
the Community will be put to use directly on
the spot for the benefit of the people affected
and without any concern for political pro-
paganda.
The International Red Cross seems to us to be
the most appropriate body for chanelling this
European aid.
We could have certainly opened a political
debate on the situation in Vietnam at this point.
We have decided not to. We did not wish to seek
out those who were responsible but we could do
so on the occasion of such a debate. From whom
are these refugees fleeing? Who are the people
responsible for the violations of the Paris agree-
ments?
Today, we all must simply deal with the most
pressing problem, which is to save innocent lives.
Europe must be felt in the world certainly, but
it must above all assist those most heavily
affected by the misfortunes of our times. The
helpless masses of Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam
are in the forefront of those to whom the Com-
munity must provide immediate and effective
aid.
I therefore hope that the whole of Parliament,
Mr President, will demand that the Commission
of the European Communities contribute, by
means of urgent and effective material aid,
towards relieving the misery of these refugees. I
am convinced that in the face of this appeal from
the whole of Parliament, the Commission will do
everything possible to ensure that aid is brought
to where it is most needed within the shortest
possible time. In this way, Mr President, we
could be certain of not having failed in our duty
as men and in our political responsibilities.
(Applause)
Mr President. 
- 
I call Lord Reay to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Lord Reay. 
- 
Mr President, I think it would
have been callous of us, in view of the recent
appalling human events in Cambodia and South
Vietnam, not to have expressed our concern and
sympathy in this House by means of the only
action within our power, namely a request, in
the form of a resolution, for action to be taken
at Community level to provide material assist-
ance for some of the victims of those events.
However, at the outset, I feeel bound to say that
the resolution as we have worded it, could cause,
by virtue of its overstatement, some resentment.
It is, after all, somewhat impertinent for us to
claim that, by virtue of any material assistance
we offered, we could actually share-and that is
the wording in the first paragraph of the resolu-
tion-we could share the sufferings of the people
in Indochina, Those sufferings have been on an
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extreme scale. We have witnessed mass terror
and panic, flight and bereavement, desperation
and death. The impact of such a collapse of a
social structure or of parts of a social structure
is no less horrifying and awful because the
sequence of political and military events has
been foreseeable.
I should like to say something about the form
which the material assistance should take. We
have seen a concentration of attention, backed
by great emotional feeling, on the evacuation of
children, although restrictions have now been
imposed on this process by the Government of
South Vietnam. There must be a case for
evacuating children of mixed parentage. Both
racial and politieal attitudes towards them in
the future, in the country of their birth, would
be highly likely to prejudice all their future
opportunities. But with that exception great care
should be exercised. Orphans may not perma-
nently be orphans, and it is possible, and this
point was made in a wise leading article in The
Times yesterday, that the tradition and strength
of the system of the extended family in South
Vietnam may be able to incorporate in the
future some who have lost their own parents.
Moreover, it must be asked if there are not some
groups in Vietnam who are more vulnerable
than the children. Young children do not need
to be forgiven for political action. Children born
under one regime can be absorbed without dif-
ficulty into another, but there are some groups
who, if events proceed as unfavourably as they
have recently, cannot expect forgiveness for
their years of efforts and service and loyalty to
the cause of preventing their country being
over-run by the Communist forces from the
North. Insofar as we have supported, in South
Vietnam as elsewhere, the right of the people
to reist the forcible imposition of Communism
or of any regime from outside, insofar as we
have seen the very scale and depth of the
popular fear that exists in South Vietnam or in
parts of South Vietnam in face of the Com-
munist advance, we have a right and a duty to
provide some help to those for whom the pos-
sible future is intolerable. The United States did
not scruple to ask the governments of western
Europe to support the United States in their
Vietnam policies. We should not scruple to ask
the United States for their plan, and if neces-
sary to assist in their plan, to rescue those in
South Vietnam who have been most hopelessly
compromised by their previous service to the
cause which once they shared with the United
States. The evacuation of the children, or
perhaps even better the provision of means to
improve their situation in their own countries
should be done through special agencies with
trained staff with caution and without deliberate
publicity. I hope that in this field also the Com-
mission, if it proposes action or if it can act itself,
will demonstrate a wise and a sober influence.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Dondelinger, to speak on
behalf of the Socialist Group.
Mr Dondelinger. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, we have just been discussing and
adopting a report on fringe poverty in Europe.
It goes without saying that the Socialist Group
does not forget either these people who are
fleeing at this time from the horrors of war. The
Socialist Group associates itself fully with the
motion for a resolution which has been presented
by five different Groups in this Assembly. It
therefore supports the resolution and would like
this aid to be supplied to those people not for
political needs but for humanitarian needs. I
would also emphasize, on behalf of the Socialist
Group, that it does not share all the points of
view expressed just now by the speaker from
the Conservative Group. IlIe are not here in
Western Europe to play politics in Indo-China.
We are here to support the people who are
afflicted by the scourge of war.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lemoine to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Lemoine. 
- 
(F) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Communist Group has read care-
fully the motion for a resolution tabled by the
Christian Democratic, Socialist, Liberal, Con-
servative and European Progressive Democrat
Groups on the situation in Indo-China.
I should like to make one first comment and
express regret over the fact that, no doubt for
political reasons, the text of this resolution was
not submitted and referred to our Group. Lord
Reay's speech just now shows the reasons for
this, although we do not understand this esp+
cially as we are always in the forefront in the
matter of humanitarian problems in populations
affected by poverty, violence or war.
That being said, we should like to say that the
Communists are not flying to the aid of the
popular victory, the victory of a people strug-
gling with external aggression for more than
thirty years. We are pleased to find that force
is no longer able to impose domination, in this
case and notoriously American imperialism. We
hope that today the United States and their
government will have the wisdom not to yield
to the urgings of the hawks, the war-mongers,
who are still dreaming of adventure and whose
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policy of aggression would add further to the
sufferings of the civil populations of Vietnam
and Cambodia. The civilian victims in these
countries are not selected by an ideological
criterion and therefore the little political calcu-
lations which decided the tabling of this resolu-
tion are particularly shabby, as everyone knows
the efforts which have been made by the Com-
munists to condemn aggression and the aggres-
sors, to permanently support both materially
and morally the Vietnam people.
That being said, everyone knows that we are
anxious to contribute effectively towards reliev-
ing the suffering of the people of Vietnam and
Cambodia and we consider that the Community
should provide substantial aid, very substantial
aid, and provide it without delay. That is why
we have tabled Amendment No I designed to
replace the word 'refugees' by the words 'civilian
population', the aid requested being therefore
directed to all refugees and therefore making
it easier to undertake action.
My final comment will be to express a further
regret that the proposed text makes no mention
of the need to apply fully and quickly the Paris
agreements, since it is only in this way that an
effective solution can be brought to the humani-
tarian problems to which you have applied
yourselves.
(Applause)
Mr President. 
- 
I call Mr Hillery.
Mr Hillery, Vice-President of the Commission
oJ the European Communi,ties. 
- 
Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, two days ago the Com-
mission was asked by the Ambassador of Viet-
nam to take action to arrange for the Com-
munity to contribute to the relief measures for
the people of Vietnam. The Commission is of
course conscious of the desirability of such Com-
munity action and is it present trying to evaluate
the specific needs of the people both in South
Vietnam and in the area under the control of
the provisional revolutionary government. In
the next few days the Commission will submit
a concrete proposal to the Council and this
proposal will then be treated with the urgency
appropriate to matters of this kind. The Com-
munity's aid efforts will of course be coordinated
with the contributions being made by individual
Member States. I can say to Parliament that, in
the context of existing arrangements between
the Community and international organizations
such as UNICEF and the International Red
Cross, the Community has already taken the
modest steps open to it in a situation of this
kind. That is all I can say at the moment. There
will be clear action in a few days I am sure.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
The general debate is closed.
We shall now consider the motion for a resolu-
tion.
On the preamble I have no amendments listed.
I put this text to the vote.
The preamble is adopted.
On paragraph 1 I have Amendment No I tabled
by Mr Bordu and others on behalf of the Com-
munist and Allies Group and aimed at replacing
the word 'refugees' by the words 'civilian popu-
lation'.
Mr Lemoine has spoken to this amendment.
I call Mr Alfred Bertrand for an explanation of
vote.
Mr Alfred Bertrand. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, the
Christian-Democratic Group cannot approve this
amendment and therefore rejects it. I would
like to say on behalf of Parliament and in order
to enlighten our Communist colleagues that to
my knowledge the North Vietnamese have until
now been the aggressors in South Vietnam, that
North Vietnam is still under Communist leader-
ship, and that until now the civilian population
from North Vietnam has been fleeing to South
Vietnam because they are not happy about the
regime the Communists wish to impose on them.
This should be pointed out for the sake of
objectivity since if we do not react to Mr Le-
moine's comment it might give the impression
that we do not know what the situation is all
about. The same also applies to Cambodia.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 1 to the vote.
Amendment No 1 is rejected.
I put paragraph 1 to the vote.
Paragraph 1 is adopted.
On paragraph 2 I have no amendments listed.
I put this text to the vote.
Paragraph 2 is adopted.
I put the motion for a resolution as a whole to
the vote.
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The resolution is adopted. 1 9.30 a.m,
Thank you Mr Hillery. 
- 
Report by Mr Jahn on the approximation of
legislation on ceramic articles;
9. Agend,a lor neat sitting - Motion for a resolution on the situation inPortugal.
President. 
- 
The next sitting will be held The sitting is closed.
tomorrow, Friday 11 April 1975, with the fol-
lowing agenda: (The sitting utas closecl at 5,50 p.m.)
I OJ No C 95 of 28. 4. 19?5.
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SITTING OF FRIDAY, 11 APRIL 1975
1. Approoal of minutes
Directiue on th,e opprorimation of the
latos of the Member States relating
to ceramic articles intended. to come
into contact roith food, 
- 
Debate on
a report d,rawn up bA Mr Jahn on
behalf of the Committee on Public
Health and the Erusironment (Doc. 18/
7 5):
Mr Jahn, rapporteur
Mr Jakobsen, on behalf of the Euro-
pean Conseroatioe Group; Mr Gunde-
lach, Member of the Commission oJ
the European Communities . .
Consideration of the proposal for a
dr.rectioe:
Amendrnent to Article 4:
Mr Jakobsen; Mr Jahn
Consiileration of the motion f or a
resolution:
Amendment to paragraph, 3:
Mr Jakobsen; Mr Jahn
IN THE CHAIR: LORD BESSBOROUGH
Vice-Presiilent
(The sitting was openecl at 9.30 a.m.)
President. 
- 
The sitting is open.
l. Approoal oJ minutes
The minutes of yesterday's sitting have been
distributed.
Are there any comments?
The minutes are approved.
Contents
187 Amenilment to paragraph, 7:
Mr Jakobsen; Mr Jahn
Adoption of the resolution
3. Situatr,on in Portugal 
- 
Debate qt^ a
motion for a resolution tabled bg Mr
Bersani, Mr Hougardg, Lord Reay and
Mr Cointat on behalf oJ their respeet-
ioe groups (Doc. 37175):
Mr Klepsch, on behalf of the
Christian-Democratic Grou,p ; Mr Glin-
ne, on behalJ oJ the Sociolist Group;
Lord Reag, on behalf of the European
Conseroatiue Group; Mr Bordu, on be-
half of the Comrnunist and Allies
Group; Mr Hiirzschel; Mr Walkhoff;
Mr Klepsch; Mr Glinne; Mr Walkhoff ;Mr Deschamps; Mr Bordu; Mr Laban
Adoption of the resolution
191 4. Membership of committees
Date of nefi sittings .....
Adjournment of the session.
Approual of the minutes
2. Dr,rectiae on cerarnic articles intend.ed to come
into contact with Jood
President. 
- 
The next item is Mr Jahn's report
on behalf of the Committee on Public Health
and the Environment on the proposal from the
Commission of the European Communities to the
Council (Doc. 458174) for a directive on the ap-
proximation of the laws of the Member States
relating to ceramic articles intended to come into
contact with food (limitation of extractable
quantities of lead and cadmium) (Doc. 18175).
I call Mr Jahn.
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Mr Jahn, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, I should like quite briefly to go
into a few important points of the report I have
prepared on behalf of the Co,mmittee on Public
Health and the Envirpnment. 
-
This report was adopted in the Com,mittee by
10 votes to 1.
In considering the Commission's proposal for a
directive on ceramic articles intended to come
into contact with food, our committee took as its
basis that the proposal was above all based on
the protection of human health. I should here
like explicitly to repeat the fundamental appeal
we have already made to the Commission to base
Community regulations primarily on the require-
ments of human health. They should also take
account of economic and technical requirements,
provided health protection is not threatened
thereby. We have of course also been guided by
this principle in considering this proposal for a
directive.
I shall now go straight to the core of the direc-
tive, namely Article 3. This gives the limit values
for lead and cadmium in the four categories of
ceramic articles-tableware and kitohenware,
cooking ware, packaging and storage containers.
Choosing these limits was one of the most dif-
ficult tasks of the working party appointed by
the Commission, as can be seen from the notes
on the proposal.
The values proposed by the Commission in
Article 3 of the directive constitute a com-
promise; they are not satisfactory to all experts.
Some experts consider the proposed values too
high, others too Iow.
These experts have therefore expressed reserva-
tions regarding the limit values laid down in
Article 3.
Ladies and gentlemen, this is not the first time
that even experts have disagreed on the ac-
ceptability or otherwise as regards health of
objects, foodstuffs, additives or processes. What
ought we as parliamen'tarians to do in such
cases? It is obvious that we cannot put ourselves
in the position of experts and give a scientifically
based verdict. This House has, however, so far,
at the instance of its Committee on Public Health
and the Environment, always been guided by
the principle, which seems logical to me, that
in cases of doubt caution is advisable and that
the most stringent solution is to be chosen.
Your committee, by an overwhelming majority,
favours the application of this principle to the
directive. We are not in agreemernt with the
negotiation of compromises in cases where con-
sumer health is at stake, as the Commission
apparently intends here. Where experts them-
selves are not agreed and harbour serious doubts
as to the harmlessness of this or that ceramic
ware, the highest permissible lead or cadmium
content of which has been set too high, I am
convinced that it is our duty in the interests of
public health to set low enough limit values
that all experts can conscientiously agree with
them.
In this connection, I should perhaps point out
that the Commission in its notes to Articles 3-
as you can read on page 9 of the proposal-
admits that 'these limits have been adjusted to
the potential of modern technology, and recent
progress in this field makes it possible to fore-
shadow even better results in the near future
and therefore to consider revision of the sug-
gested limits then'.
I do not wish to obscure the fact that there is
difficulty in convincing manufacturers of the
necessity of abandoning their traditonal pro-
duction processes and changing to more modern
ones to take account of the latest scientijic and
technical findings. It js our conviction that this
is indispensable in the interests of the health
of the peoples of the Community.
We have therefore brought out in point 4 of the
resolution that we reject outright the negotiation
of any compromise where human health is at
stake, and that the most stringent solution is to
be chosen if'experts are unable to reach agree-
ment.
In point 5 of the resoluti,on we call on the Com-
mission to lower the limit values proposed in
Article 3(1) sufficiently to ensure that no expert
can harbour any justifiable doubts as to the
harmlessness of the ceramic articles correspond-
ing to these values.
I shall now briefly deal with the obligation to
mark ceramic articles contained in Article 4 of
the proposal for a directive. In its notes on
this article, the Commission points out that it
is essential to lay down a marking system to
identifv the four categories of ceramic ware with
different limit values.
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, we are fullyin agreement with this objective of the Com-
mission. We therefore fail to understand that the
Commission has confined itself to laying down
an obligation for only three oategories, to wit
plates for children, cooking ware, and packag-
ing with a capacity of up to 5 litres.
On this the Commission states in its notes: 'Other
articlOs-tableware and kitchenware or vessels
with a capacity of more than five litres-which
can easily be identified by elimination, need not
carry a distinguishing mark.'
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In our opinion this is asking too much of the
consumer, and we have therefore made an
alternative proposal.
Moreover, we have proposed that all oeramic
ware not suitable for cooking bear the explicit
indication 'not for cooking purposes'. There are
very good reasons for this. A particularly low
lead and cadmium content has rightly been laid
down for cooking ware. If other ceramic ware
with higher permitted lead and cadmium'con-
tent were used by error for cooking, there would
be a danger of poisoning for consumers.
We have therefore amended Article 4 so that
the manufacturer is obliged to give an appro-
priate warning.
One further brief word on implementing the
directive. According to the Commission's pro-
posal-Article 9(l)-Mernber States are to adopt
before I January 1977 the provisions needed to
comply with the directive, and to implement
them as from I July 197?. Our committee main-
tains-in my view correctly-that regulations
which are so important for protecting pu,blic
health in the Community should not take until
the middle of 1977, i.e. more than 2 years, to
become effective. It therefore seems realistic
and atrso takes account of manufacturers' inter-
ests if the necessary legal provisions are adopted
by the Member States by 1 January 1976 and
implemented as from I July 1976.
We have included this request in point 10 of the
resolution and appropriately amended Article
9(1) of the proposal for a directive.
As is almost always the case with harmonization
directives, we have approved the legal basis
chosen by the Commission, Arti,cle 100 of the
EEC Treaty. This is justified since the regula-
tions of the individual Member States show con-
siderable differences.
In conclusion, I should like sincerely to thank
the committees asked for their opinions, the
Legal Affairs Committee and the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs, for the contri-
butions they have made.
We have incorporated the suggestions made by
them in our report, with the exception of one
point. This exception refers to the question
raised by the Legal Affairs Committee whether
Article 2(2\ of. the proposal for a directive were
not ,superfluous. This article provides that cera-
mic articles which have the appearance of the
articles listed in Article 1, but which are not
ceramic articles as meant in this Directive, are
not to be marketed unless they bear appropriate
markings. The Lega1 Affairs Committee'does not
see much point in adopting regulations for pro-
ducts which do not fall within the scope of the
directive concerned.
Your Committee on Public Health and the
Environment is unable to share this view of the
Legal Affairs Committee. The provision the
Legal Affairs Committee considers superfluous
is in fact in favour of public health, since the
consumer is warned by the prescribed marking
that these objects are not to be used for holding
food. The warning prescribed is therefore not
only useful, but in our view indispensable, to
protect the consumer from possible serious con-
fusion.
I would therefore recommend that the House
adopt our motion for a resolution, and thank
you for your attention. Perhaps, Mr President,
I can briefly comment on the three amendments
tabled, so that we can get that behind us.
The first proposed amendment, tabled by Mr
Jakobsen on behalf of the European Conserva-
tive Group, proposes to delete subparagraphs (b),
(c), (d) and (e) from Article 4. I have already
commented o'n this in committee, and the com-
mittee decided, by 10 votes to 1, to retain these
sub-paragraphs.
In Amendment No 2, Mr Jakobsen proposes the
following wording for paragraph 3 of the motion
for a resolution: '... but would prefer optional
harmonization initially rather than the method
of total harmonization on which the proposal for
a directive is based.'We think that paragraph 3
should remain as it is, and we unreservedly
sr.rpport the method of total harmonization on
which the proposal for a directive is based.
That brings me to the last proposed amendment.
In draft Amendment No 3 to par,agraph 7 of the
motion for a resolution, the Co'mmissio,n is
requested to lay down a clear and simple system
of marking. I can agree with Mr Jakobsen on
this. I would have no objections to the adoption
of this proposed amendment.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Jakobsen to speak on
behalf of the European Conservative Group.
Mr Jakobsen. 
- 
(DK) Mr President, I hope that
no-one present thinks that the group I represent
is not as interested as all the others in safe-
guarding the interests of the consumer. But, as
my group has ,said on several occasions, we
should be very careful with our efforts to
harmonize, and not become so keen to harmon-
ize that we harmonize just for the sake of
harmonizing. We should also take care not to
give with one hand and take away with the
other when trying to improve the consumer's
1ot.
We must also make sure that anything
to make things easier for one section
we do
of the
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population does not place a burden on another
section, which might then pass responsibility
on to the rest of the population. One of our
colleagues asked at a meeting whether we were
sure that porcelain producers would not wel-
come decisions to reduce the lead content, be-
cause the porcelain would become much more
brittle and break more quickly and sales would
therefore go up.
What my group is doubtful of-on the basis of
concrete facts obtained from the English ceramic
industry-is that there is any scientific evidence
that the quantities of lead under discussion do
very much harm. I understand that Mr Jahn,
who has done some excellent work in getting
to the crux of the matter, himself had some
doubts at a conference with several hundred
participants when one scientist recommended
almost no lead and another doubted whether
it was of any importance.
We cannot decide, it is a matter of opinion; but
I do not know of, nor have I heard of, any
person whose life has at any time been endanger-
ed, or of any death or illness that has been a
direct result of using porcelain that contained
lead.
Lead content is one aspect of the matter, and
I wish to make it quite clear that I am not
speaking on behalf of the Danish industry, since
it is obviously absolutely on the side of safety. We
depend to a large extent on exports to the USA
where the requirements are very stringent. I
understand, however, that the English industry
has some difficulties and that could make it
difficult for us to solve the problem at a later
stage in the discussions. The first proposal is
therefore for optional rather than compulsory
harmonization.
As regards marking, I do not know if the Com-
mission has studied the effects on children
that use porcelain. Will children in general, or
how many in 100 investigated, will turn the
plate over and see if it says 'for children' be-
fore they eat? How on earth do people think
that the use of porcelain by children will be
affected whatsoever whether the article is
marked 'for children' or not? I imagine that the
marking could be limited to 'not for children
and not for cooking purposes' since, even
though I do not know much about the subject
I understand that one of the characteristics of
lead is that it gives off much more toxin when
it is heated, and I therefore feel that such
articles should bear a warning that they are
not to be heated. I also understand that children
are more sensitive to this type of poison than
adults; that seems quite probable. In that case
it woutrd be quite enough to write 'not for
children', but it would not be necessary to give
warnings everywhere. The manufacturer's mark
is one thing; the manufacturer must accept
responsibility for what he produces, but it is
also in the interests of the firm. These are our
misgivings in the European Conservative Group.
It is because of these misgivings that we have
put forward three draft amendments and I have
taken the liberty of mentioning all three amend-
ments and given the group's position at the
same time. We will have to vote against some
things, but we are pleased that the last remark
was accepted.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gundelach.
Mr Gundelach, Member oJ the Commission of
the European Comrnunilies. 
- 
(DK) | thank the
Committee on Public Health and the Environ-
ment and Mr Jahn for their very thorough
report on the proposal to limit the quantities
of lead and cadmium in certain ceramic articles.
In his explanatory statemernt, Mr Jahn criticized
the Commission for choosiag a compromise solu-
tion in the case of permissible lead and cad,mium
content. I should like to point out that the
Commission has not tried to find a compromise
between health and economic considerations. I
agree in principle with Mr Jahn that iJ there
is any doubt the strictest rules should be chosen
when important health questions are at issue;
in our opinion too they should be given priority.
It should however be borne in mind that there
is not always a simple linear relation between
the different alternatives. The degree of.con-
sumer protection does not depend only on the
maximum limit of lead and cadmium content
expressed in dry figures, but also on what is
at least as important, the methods of testing.
If the different alternatives are based on dif-
ferent methods of testing, every attempt to com-
pare content will become completely subjective.
ilaving said that, and sinoe there is clearly doubt
among the experts, I should like to say that
the Co'mmission is wiJJing to reconsider the
limits laid down in the light of Parliament's
debates, including tod,ay's. This gives me the
opportunity to point out that one weak point in
our procedure-which affects Parliament as well
as the Commission-is that in matters on which
we do not set ourselves up as experts there
are almost always great dilfercnces in the advice
which we get from experts and on which we
must base our opinion. To be quite honest, after
212 years work on this subject I still cannot help
Ieeling that national experts' opinions, no matter
how sound, serious and well-intentioned they
may be, are influenced by their national
environment, and vre can never preclude the
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possibility that unknowingly and without any
ill intent some element of industrial considera-
tion creeps in. It would therefore be desirable
to have, some time or other, European testing
institutions on whose opinions and advice
Parliament and the Commission could depend.
,A,s regards the marking of cerarnic articles, I
feel that the committee's proposal goes further
than necessary and that it will lead to a large
number of superfluous markings. One conse-
quence of the committee's proposal will be that
all ordinary cups, plates and so on will have
to be marked both 'tableware' and 'not for
cooking purposes'. I do, however, agree with the
committee that there may be cases when there
would be good reason for drawing the con-
sumer's attention to the fact that a particular
article should not be used for cooking purposes
-Mr Jakobsen has also expressed this view-and I will therefore try to find out if any
rational distinction can be made between such
cases and cases where a warning would clearly
be superfluous.
As regards the question of marki'ng, I regret
that I have to repeat that the Commission has
to uphold its previous proposal about the
language to be used on labels and markings'
By leaving the decision to the national author-
ities, the neces.sary flexibility wilI be achieved
wihout the consumer's interest being com-
promised.
The Committee on Public Health and the
Environment considers Article 5 to be super-
fluous and therefore recommends that it be
deleted. I do not agree. Article 5 is absolutely
essential to ensure the free movement of the
products covered by the directive, since, even
if we have given priority to health questions,
we must not forget that, as Mr Jakobsen has
said, we also have economic considerations.
Article 2 does not ensure freedom of movement;
on the contrary, it merely states that Member
States should not allow the marketing of pro-
ducts that do not satisfy the conditions of the
directive. It does not preclude any additi'onal
national requirements that would obviously act
as new technical obstacles to trade' Such ad-
ditional requirements are, however, excluded in
Article 5 which is therefore quite justifi'ed.
Mr Jahn points out that the Commission's corn-
ment on Article 1 is not clear since it states that
the directive does not specify the type of article
that has to bear a negative marking or the forms
such markings should take. I admit that the
wording is perhaps rather unfortunate, and I
shall therefore take this opportunity to deter-
mine the scope of the directive. Ceramic articles
mtended to come into contact with food must
fulfil the conditions of the directive in full; other
ceramic articles must either fulfil the conditions
or be clearly and conspicuously marked. If we
extend this priaciple much further we will end
up with quite unnecessary bureaucracy.
Lastly, the Commission agrees to the date of
implementation proposed by the Committee on
Public Health and the Environment.
I should like to give my comments on the pro-
posed amendments now, in order to shorten the
discussion. DraJt Amendments Nos 1 and 3 are
connected, and I have in fact already dealt with
them. As regards Draft Amendment No 2, which
is in principle the most irnportant, an'd which
expresses a wish for optional rather than total
harmonization, I should like to repeat that my
policy is always to choose optional harmoniza-
tion, and to choose total harmonization only
when absolutely crucial and urgent health or
similar considerations make it necessary. I agree
that in this case there is some doubt, but the
dangers of lead in contact with food have been
established, and I therefore feel that the danger
to health i,s so great that we cannot assume
responsibility for not choosing total harmo'niza-
tion. I should like to stress that this is an
exception and that, as I have said already, I
will submit the limits laid down to further tests'
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Does any one else wish to speak?
The general debate is closed.
Before considering the motion for a resolution
contained in Mr Jahn's report, we shall consider
the amendment tabled to the proposal for a
directive.
On Article 4(2) of. the proposal for a directive
I have Amendment No 1 tabled by Mr Jakobsen
on behalf of the Euroqrean Conservative Group
and worded as follows:
Proposal for a directive
Article 4 (2)
Delete subparagraphs (b), (c), (d) and (e).
I call Mr Jakobsen to move this amendment.
Mr Jakobsen. 
- 
(DK) Mr President, I do not
think it is necessary for me to make any further
comments. When I first spoke I gave my views
on the matter, and since then I have received
a very satisfactory reply from the Cornmission.
I will therefore not take up any more of the
House's time.
President. 
- 
I call the rapporteur.
Mr Jahn, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, I ask this House to reject this
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amendment. Mr Jakobsen, for whom I have a lot
of respect, has discussed this with me and with
the committee in great detail. We feel that it
is important to state specifically what is to be
marked, to close all the loopholes. Moreover,
you said, Mr Gundelach, that we could still talk
about how rigid or how flexible we wished to
make the wording.
I therefore ask for the amendment to be rejected.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No I to the vote.
The amendment is rejected.
We shall now consider the motion for a resolu-
tion.
On the preamble and paragraphs 1 and 2, I
have no amendments listed.
I put these texk to the vote.
Paragraphs 1 and 2 are adopted.
On paragraph 3 I have Amendment No 2, tabled
by Mr Jakobsen on behalf of the European
Conservative Group and worded as follows:
This paragraph to read as follows:
'3. Approves the Commission's choice of Article 10C
of the EEC Treaty as the legal basis for its
proposal but would prefer optional harmoniza-
tion initially rather than the method of total
harmonization on which the proposal for a
directive is based.'
I call Mr Jakobsen to move this amendment.
Mr Jakobsen. 
- 
(DK) Mr President, I am ob-
viously sati:sfied with Mr Gundelach's uader-
standing comments about my point of view. I
myself would have thought it natural to choose
optional harmonization in this case, but my
group would agree that the most important thing
was not to stick to certain limits since-I now
understand-it is generally admitted that we
cannot say without a shadow of doubt that there
is not any danger. That was obviously the crux
of the matter. It is also why I maintain my
proposed amendment, but I must obviously ac-
cept what I know will happen to it.
President. 
- 
TVhat is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Jahn, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, here too I have to contradict
Mr Jakobsen. In the committee we were con-
vinced that there should be no optional inter-
mediate stage, and we have said: '... unreservedly
supports the method of total harmonization on
which the proposal for a directive is based'! We
therefore fully support the Commission here,
and I would ask for Mr Jakobsen's amend,ment
to be rejected.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 2 to the vote.
The amendment is rejected.
I now put paragraph 3 to the vote.
Paragraph 3 is adopted.
On paragraphs 4 to 6 I have no amendments
listed.
I put these texts to the vote.
Paragraphs 4 to 6 are adopted.
On paragraph 7 I have Amendment No 3, tabled
by Mr Jakobsen on behalf of the European Con-
servative Group and worded as follows:
This paragraph to read as follows:
'7. Requests the Commission to lay down a clear
and simple system of marking.'
I call Mr Jakobsen to move this amendment.
Mr Jakobsen. 
- 
(DK) Mr President, I under-
stand with pleasure that the amendment can be
adopted, and I am pleased for the children's sal<e
that in the future they will be able to eat
without first having to look under their plates
to see whether they may or not.
President. 
- 
What is the rapporteur's position?
Mr Jahn, rapporteur. 
- 
(D) In this case, the
rapporteur is in agreement with Mr Jakobsen.
I would therefore ask that this amendment be
adopted.
President. 
- 
I put Amendment No 3 to the vote.
The amendment is adopted.
I put paragraphs 8 to 13 to the vote.
Paragraphs 8 to 13 are adopted.
I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as
a whole, incorporating the amendment that was
adopted.
The resolution so amended is adopted. I
Thank you, Mr Gundelach.
3. Situation in Portugal
President. 
- 
The next item is a motion for a
resolution on the situation in Portugal tabled by
Mr Bersani on behalf of the Christian-Demo-
cratic Group, Mr Hougardy on behalf of the
Liberal and Allies Group, Lord Reay on behalf
1 OJ No C 95 of 28. {. 1975.
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of the European Conservative Group, and Mr
Cointat on behalf of the Group of European
Progressive Democrats.
(Doc. 37/?5)
I call Mr Klepsch to speak on behal,f of the
Christian-Democratic Group.
Mr Klepsch. 
- 
(D) Mr President, honourable
Members. I should like first of all to expnes.s our
regret that we have taken so long to bring up
this important question for discussion in this
House. The reason is that efforts were made to
arrive at an agreed text between the five derno-
cratic groups in this house. On behalf of my
group, I mustsay that it is with extreme regret
and incomprehension that we have found that
the Socialist Group in this House, although we
endeavoured to give the text the form it wished,
was not able to share this joint position of the
democrats.
I shall come back to that in a moment. We think,
however, that it is a precedent, since the
Socialist Group has very often irr the past asked
us for solidarity in a number of questions, and
it is an interesting case for my group that in
this question we have not been able to reach ajoint statement.
On this resolution, I should like to say that the
background is of course the coming elections on
25 April in Portugal and the developments that
are taking place in that country. We all very
much welcomed the removal of the authoritarian
r6gime in Portugal. We as a Parliament anrd the
European Community have in the past always
opposed accession of that authoritarian r6girme,
since it was our fixed view that the structure
of this Community and its development make
the democratic order the necessary basis. We
were therefore pleased to see a new starting
point for a democratic developmerrt in Portugal
being created. We were pleased ttrat the free
exercise of democratic rights was opening up
for the Portuguese people after 50 years of
dictatorship, giving us a basis for considering
closer connections, closer cooperation, perhaps
even merging with that country, since the point
had been reached from which democracy seemed
attainable.
We are therefore all the more perturbed at a
whole number of adverse developments that
have taken place, opposed above all by our
democratic friends in Portugal-I would mention
Mr Soares, Mr Sa Carneiro and Mr Amaral-
in solidarity with each other. They observed
with sorrow the efforts of the Com,munist Party
and its pressure groups aiming at hindering,
blocking, even negating, a democratic develop-
ment in Portugal.
I am saying this with such emphasis because
we can see by this example how it is precisely
a democratic structure and development that a
Communist Party closely affiliated with Moscow
makes every effort to hinder and prevent.
That makes it all the more important for this
House and all democrats in Europe to make it
clear that we support the democ.r,atic forces in
Portugal with full sympathy and total solidarity.
We do not at all wish to interfere in the internal
'affairs of a country. We are confident that the
Portuguese Government will ensure that free
elections can take place on 25 April. We should
however like to make it clear that these free
elections and the circumstances in which they
are taking place are for us the touchstone for
the evaluation of developme.nts in Portugal.
For my Group, I would like to say that some
regrettable events have already got in the way
of our concepts of absolutely free democratic
elections. It would not be possible in any of our
countries for permitted parties, against whom
there have been no legal proceedings or grounds
for suspicion, as i,s the case with the Christian-
Democratic Party in Portugal, to be excluded
from participatioan in elections. That is something
that is not in line with our ideas of democratic
elections. We fully see, however, that on this
25 April the population of Portugal does have
a chance to choose among a whole range of
parties and advance the democratic development
we welcome for Portugal, and which also gives
us the possibility of warmly supporting and ap-
proving this closer cooperation between the
Oommunity and Portugal.
I should like to stress on behalf of my group
that our solidarity goes to the Portuguese
democrats. It goes to those forces I have i'ndi-
cated by naming the three party leaders Soares,
Sa Carneiro and Amaral. We will carefully fol-
low this development in this election on 25 April,
and then see whether the concern we and our
Portuguese friends have is justified or whether
there will be a development which will let us
say confidently that it opens the way to bene-
ficial cooperation of dem,ocratically structured
groups and states in Europe.
I stress on behalf of my Group; we shall be
looking at all that happens with great care.
We will unite to oppose the efforts of the Com-
munists to hinder the democrats and make these
elections a farce. I should therefore like to say
on behalf of my Group that we unreservedly
support this motion for a resolution.
(Applause from the centre anil the right)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Glinne to speak on behalf
of the Socialist Group.
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Mr Glinne. 
- 
(F) Mr President, dear colleagues,
the Socialist Group has decided not to join in
the tabling of the resolution by other groups on
the situation in Portugal. A moment ago' Mr
Klepsch seemed to be aJraid that we were creat-
ing a dangerous precedent. I would like to
remind this Assembly that a few years ago,
when Greece '\Mas under the dictatorship of the
Colonels, a certain political group created this
precedent by not joining in the efforts made by
this Parliament to adopt a motion favouring the
reestablishment of democracy in Greece.
Without dwelling on the past, I would like to
say that the real reason for our attitude today
is that it is not enough to do what this text
before us does, to criticize out of their real con-
text-and I quote paragnaph 1 of the resolution
-'certain negative features in the evolution ofdemocracy in Portugal', and to omit all reference
to other very disturbing features.
It is also unrealistic in the extreme to expect
that after half a century of obscurantist fascism,
as retrograde in its conception as it was brutal
in its oppression, a nation where one citizen in
two is illiterate and even today lacks the most
basic education, could at a single stroke take
the immense leap forward required to achieve
our ideal of political democracy.
Portugal, my dear colleagues, still belongs only
potentially to Europe. Fascist oppression has
weakened and crushed it so much and for so
long that today the only chance for this country
to survive with dignity is to revolutionize its
social and economic structure, and not simply
the political organization inherited from 50 years
of oppression. It is therefore less important to
reproach Portugal today for individual mistakes,
and there certai'nly are some' than to help to
create in that country the conditions necessary
to encourage the development of a democracy
which embodies the recognition of universal
principles within the inevitable constraints of
the real situation in Portugal.
Political democracy cannot be born and flourish
in a country where rural feudalism and archaic
economic oppression survive. The whole life of
a nation, Mr President, not simply the'wrangl-
ings of politicians, must be brought from the
last century up to the latter half of this century,
for Portugal has more in common with the
Third World than with our industrialized
societies of western Europe. It seems to us
therefore that the Portuguese Government is to
be praised for organizing elections, with pro-
portional representation and the participation of
12 parties, to set up, side by side with the
armed forces, who became the legitimate power
by overthrowing fascism, a pluralist political
power which will become legitimate through the
democratically expressed will of the people. We
can understand why the political parties who
are fighting for the 400 seats in the constituent
assembly came to an agreement, because this
agreement places the real interests of the Por-
tuguese people above over-enthusiastic rivalries.
We can understand very well why our Portu-
guese social'ist friends, whom we alone listened
to for so many years, are staading for, among
other things, the necessity for basic medical
insurance and pension arrEmgements, just two
of the many omissions inherited from the fascist
169ime.
We are worried, however, Mr President, because
powerful foreign interest groups are attempting
to disorganize the Portuguese economy and
create chaos in the country in order to threaten
the established political authority, because there
are reasons to fear attempts to organize an
economic boycott of Portugal, and because since
the revolution of April 1974, several efforts have
been made by the Portuguese right to influence
political forces to favour retrograde interests.
The last brutal attempt was made on 11 March.
We are also worried about certain attitudes
which the Portuguese Communist Party favours
on political and trade union aetion, but we
clearly cannot condemn such attitudes here if
the machinations of reactionary forces are not
specifically critized. We cannot act with our
colleagues in the Christian-Democratic Group
without mentioning, for example, certain inter-
national events which indicate a possible boy-
cott, such as recent statements by Mr Von
Hassel, Christian-Democratic President of the
Bundestag, who said that it was not desirable to
invest in Portugal. We know, Mr President, that
it is the blocking of the normal flow of finance
at least as much as ideology which recently lead
the Portuguese Government, in view of all
these factors, to nationalize banks and insurance
companies.
Worried by all these problems, The Union of
Socialist Parties of the EEC and the Socialist
Group of the European Parliament recently sent
important letters to the President and Prime
Minister of Portugal. While expressing clear
disapproval of certain attitudes adopted by the
Portuguese Communist Party, they also say,
most importantly-and here I quote the letter
sent to the Prime Minister: 
-'When the Por-tuguese people were oppressed by the Fascist
r6gime, conservative right-wing political forces
in your country and in Europe remained silent
or even collaborated with the r6gime. In this
light, the political judgement you are at present
making, Prime Minister, appears fully jr.rstified.
The socio-economic situation in Portugal is not
the same as in other European countries. The
European socialists know that the social and
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political debts incurred in the colonial wars and
the slowness of economic and social development
require a special political model, different from
that of the European industrial nations, although
based on the sarne principles. In view of this,
Prime Minister, the European socialists approve
the effort made by your country to find its own
path towards democratic socialism. In the Euro-
pean institutions we wiII attempt to ensure that
all possible aid is granted to Portugal for its
rebuilding and develoPment'.
Mr President, the letter from which I have just
quoted is our resolution. We hope that the Com-
munity and its Member States-and I stress its
Member Stotes-will rapidily take decisions to
help the Portuguese economy and in particular
we look forward to the implementation of the
statement made the day before yesterday in this
Chamber by Mr FitzGerald, President-in-Office
of the Council.
These, Mr President, Iadies and gentlemen, are
our reasons for not supporting the motion for a
resolution before us: we will abstain in the
vote.
(Applause trorn the left)
President. 
- 
I call Lord Reay to speak on behalf
of the European Conservative Group.
Lord Reay. 
- 
Mr President, this Parliament last
debated the question of Portugal on 19 February.
On that occasion, rightly in my opinion, a con-
siderable sympathy was expressed, notably by
Commissioner Soames, for the historical predi-
cament in which Portugal found itself. Freed
from a dictatorship which had lasted for almost
half a century, released from a ruinous and
archaic colonial policy in Africa, which repre-
sented in the eyes of those outside that country
a misdirection of political ambition and of eco-
nomic resources for which the people of Portu-
gal have paid dearly, emerging into a pro-
foundly shaken world economic situation and a
disturbed political situation in Europe, Portugal,
it was shown, was being faced with the need
to replace both its principal line of international
direction and its own political system at a most
unfavourable and menacing conjuncture of
history.
Such a way of looking at Portugal's problem was
then correct, and is still correct, but it is no
longer enough for Europe on that account to
maintain towards Portugal an approach domi-
nated by passivity, patience and a suppression
of comment. For there have been some impor-
tant and alarming events in Portugal since the
occasion on which we held that debate. A futile
and foolish attack on the Lisbon barracks on
March 11, the sort of event which, in any case,
could easily have been anticipated, gave imme-
diate rise to some disturbing developments. A
Revolutionary Council was established, com-
posed entirely of the military and responsible
to the ruling assembly of the Armed Forces
Movement and with arbitrary legislative powers.
Immediately, the Council announced the sus-
pension of the Christian-Democratic Party's
political activities and banned also two parties
of the left. It ordered the state takeover of the
banks and the insurance companies. The elec-
tions were postponed from April 12 to April 25
and changes were made in the officers respon-
sible for the supervision of the election.
I would not contest the right of Portugal to
nationalize its own banking and insurance.
However, this is manifestly something which
should be the decision of a properly elected
parliament. To do it in the manner in which
it was done is certainly not democracy.
Moreover, certain consequences follow from that
executive act. Not only has Portugal now be-
come the enly country in Western Europe with
a completely nationalized banking and insurance
sector, but the Portuguese State now controls
600/o of the capital of Portuguese industry and,
through the banks, virtually every newspaper.
There was also a reshuffle in the government,
which itself now has seven military members,
and the tendence of the reshuffle was to move
the balance of the government yet further
towards the left. It appeared at the time, and
it has been confirmed subsequently, that this
reshuffle would preempt what should be the
function of an election, namely a decision on
the government by which a people wish to be
ruled. It has been made plain that the present
Portuguese government does not intend the
composition of that government to be affected
by the outcome of the constituent election on
25 April.
Things have gone so far so fast in Portugal that
it is not enough for Europe, or the countries
of Europe, simply to hope that no further
adverse developments will occur. For Europe to
be able at last to consider Portugal as a Euro-
pean country, organized along similar political
Iines as the Member States of the Community
and as other Western democracies, or other
democracies based on the European model, there
will have to be a definite withdrawal from
certain political and constitutional positions
already occupied. For let us make no mistake
about it, it is an absolutely indispensable pre-
condition of any closer links between Portugal
and the Community that Portugal's system of
government should be democratic. Now there
may be arguments about the shades of demo-
cracy. There are no doubt differences in the
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degrees of democracy that exist, or have existed,
between Member States of the Community. But
a certain quantity of freedom for the individual
is essential; a freedom to express opinion and
to associate is essential and, above all, the free-
dom to change one government for another by
means of election, is essential. Democracy does
not exist until a government has put itself at
risk by election. The elections on 25 April are
constituent elections. They will not of them-
selves establish a democracy. Nevertheless,
Portugal should know that its claims on Euro-
pe's good opinion and future offices will be
dependent for the next stage on the degree to
which those elections are conducted cleanly,
openly, without intimidation, direct or indirect,
and with honest supervision.
Mr President, may I conclude in this way. The
Community of the Nine is linked to Portugal
in two ways. Firstly, by geography. Portugal
is part of the continent of Western Europe. It
is to me inconceivable that the Community could
refuse to accept as a member that country if it
expressed the wish for membership and if it did
so with an understanding of the basic political
principles which are the common factor and the
foundation of our Community. Secondly, by
history. Portugal, like each of us, is a country
which has behind it centuries of tradition. It
is a part of European civilization. In overseas
exploration, it was the pioneer of Europe. Also,
like many of us, it acquired and maintained an
overseas empire to which it became deeply
attached and, like us, it has had to go through,it is the last of us to go through, the painful
process of decolonization.
We in Europe have begun to develop, by joining
together, a new approach towards the territories
which were once our colonies. It is an approach
which, we believe, offers the possibility of main-
taining the indissoluble links which we have
developed with those countries within a frame-
work which replaces the colonial pattern with
a new pattern--one which is characterized by
a greater balance and a greater equality and
which is therefore more suited to the modern
world.
Forty-six countries, most of them once the colo-
nial territories of European powers, most of
them in Africa, have signed, only six weeks
ago, the Convention of Lom6 with the nine
Member States of the Community. That Con-
vention is open to signatures subsequently by
other developing countries. It has already been
signed by Guinea Bissau. It offers those coun-
tries great practical benefits. It could, we be-
lieve, have great benefits for ounselves.
We believe, therefore, that Portugal belongs in
Europe. We believe that her relations with her
African ex-colonial territories could be devel-
oped in a corresponding rngnner, or in associa-
tion or in unity with, the relationship Europe
is herself developing towards the other coun-
tries of Africa with which she has similar rela-
tionships.
We saw the overthrow of Portugal's previous
r6gime on the 25 April 1974 as offering Portugal
the possibility to find again its place in a modern
Europe. As Portugal approaches the first anni-
versary of that historic occasion, let us hope
that it will begin the construction of a political
system which will enable the realization of that
desirable and long-postponed objeitive.
(Applause from the centre and the right)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bordu to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Bordu. 
- 
(F) President, my dear colleagues,
I think that first of all it must be recognized
that Portugal has the right to decide for itself
and we must not attempt to impose on this
country a r6gime of our own liking, or even
a scheme or model for development based uni-
quely on societies which have no connection
with the history of that country.
Since its history and development are unique,
this country needs a special experiment of its
own. It must be accepted that 70o/o of the people
are illiterate in the country areas, and this poses
problems for a young democracy in the demands
which it makes on awareness, on understanding,
after a long period of oppression and obscuran-
tism.
It must be realized that a SO-year old Portuguese
has no experience of democracy. This democracy
cannot be improvized; it has been organized in
Portugal in very hard and difficult conditions.
Economic forces hostile to democratic progress
still exist and it is for this reason that nation-
alization had to be undertaken.
Forces of the former fascist r6gime have not all
disappeared, and they have not given up attempts
to overthrow the present rulers. Certain groups
on the 'left' are creating serious incidents. The
army itself does not include only democrats;
there are still many followers of Salazar and
Caetano at large. To resist the united pressures
of these forces supported by outsiders, and
what is more, by some of you here, democracy
must find its own way without compromising
the initial achievements of the peaceful revolu-
tion of a year ago.
Portugal's originality lies in having got rid of
the bad fruit of the past through an alliance
between democratic forces and the armed forces.
These Armed forces are not forgiven for not
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having a Pinochet in charge, so from now on,
for what we believe will naturally be a transi-
tional period, this alliance remains necessary to
preserve what has already been achieved. It is
understandable that this disturbs some con-
sciences suddenly worried about the interest of
Portuguese captalists and foreign capital invest-
ed in that country, whether in pounds or in
dollars. It is understandable that this worries
the strategists of NATO even although nothing
definite has been settled and although at pre-
sent left-wing members of the Portuguese
Government are disliked by NATO and will be
tomorrow, since the left will be the majority
in that country after the elections. This situation
leads one to think that member countries of
NATO and the Atlantic Alliance are basically
hoping for the failure of the present experiment
in Portugal. Nevertheless, 12 parties will be
taking part in the forthcoming elections,
whereas in Europe there are many countries
where such democracy does not exist.
I do not basically want to form a judgement on
the exclusion of the Christian-Democratic party
from these elections, but I would point out that
the Christian-Democratic parties in Western
Europe had been in no great haste to recognize
the Portuguese Christian-Democratic Party.
There are probably a number of reasons for
this, the same reasons which made the leader
of the Christian-Democratic Party flee the coun-
try after the failure of the coup.
We believe that it is desirable for the Christian-
Democrats to demonstrate their attachment to
democr,acy, for the gap between it and Vatican
II is great...
Mr Deschamps. 
- 
(tr.) You have a cheek!
Mr Bordu. 
- 
(F) Not as much as you, because
as you know certain ,speakers here have been
calling on democracy to fight communism by
any means including, when necessary, extermin-
ation-Lord Reay said so yesterday during the
debate on Vietnam. But in Portugal, it is clear
that in this transitional situation democratic
forces must win their place in the popular move-
ment. fn this context naturally, certain political
rivalries arise even on a fraternal level, but
these rivalries exist basically in all our coun-
tries; Portugal is no exception.
You know perfectly well that each party wants
its place, even in the elections, and that conse-
quently, discussions begin, there may also be a
clash of ideas, the main thing being that these
rivalries open the way to real democracy in
this country and to socialism which is the desire
of the left-wing parties in Portugal.
Is the reproach made to communists that they
wish to have everything for themselves just-
ified, then? It seems not, because basically what
the communists are reproached with in parti-
cular is having, during the dark hours which
this country went through for fifty years,
played a prime role in organizing struggles
against fascism in that country. This reproach
is in fact really a tribute! The communists in
Portugal today occupy one ministerial post, hold
no jobs in the information media. We can there-
fore say that they do not have a privileged
place there, as some people would have us
believe.
It should be remembered that the sufferings
which the communists endured, particularly
those endured by the whole people, make the
communists perhaps more anxious than others
to preserve what has been achieved, the seeds
of the growing democracy, because we believe
that Portugal must not become another Chile,
though that would please some of you.
This new enterprise in Portugal must as you
know make a certain number of experiments.
It may make some mistakes, but this country
has to do everything itself because it is starting
from nothing... The pluralism which is being
created in politics in Portugal should bring
about the necessary corrections. Let us not be
impatient; Iook at our western democracies and
how far they still have to go, although they are
long established. And we expect that at a single
stroke something starting out, something just
born, should come of age tomorrow and be
mature already... It must be clear that there are
very few Portuguese who would like to see
Caetano return to his place tomorrow, because
although it is true that Portugal belongs to
Europe, it is nevertheless no-one's property but
its own.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hiirzschel.
Mr H6rzschel. 
- 
(D) Mr President, honourable
Members, what Mr Glinne has said leads me to
make a further few remarks. But let me first
go into what Mr Bordu said.
I should like decisively to reject the continual
Communist attempts to stand the Christian
Democrats in the reactionary corner. This party
is a democratic party: it has always subscribed
to democratic principles and will continue to
do so in the future. But I should like to ask
how things are for democracy in the places
where your political friends are in pbwer? And
I should just like to recall-and this goes for
Mr Glinne too-how democratic conditions can
be altered, taking as example the post-war
history of Czechoslovakia or other Eastern Euro-
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pean states where the Communist Party started
by being a minority, but by its militancy sub-
sequently excluded the other democratic parties.
And, Mr Glinne, if you think you don't have
to defend the Christian Democrats here, then
I would say to you, beware lest you find your-
self in the same situation with the Socialist
Party tomorrow as the Christian Democrats are
in today! It is the thin end of the wedge, and
I think there is a solidarity among democrats
which we should place above opportunist con-
siderations; what is important is for us to actjointly here on behalf of the rights of all demo-
cratic parties. We do not want in any way to
intervene in the internal affairs of Portugal
but I would recall that there were resolutions
on Chile, that there have been resolutions on
Greece and on conditions in other states, which
have been carried jointly here, and I should
like to ask you now not to let the impression
arise that your morals are one-sided, and comeinto play only where fascist or right-wing
dictatorships are concerned, remaining silent
when left-wing efforts to restrict democratic
conditions are concerned.
We very much regret your attitude of absten-
tion, and I personally would ask you to recon-
sider and to realize that you too are quite
clearly on the side of the other Groups, that
you are just as much in favour of democratic
conditions in Portugal; then we could, I think,
start discussing again on a common basis.
(Applause from the centre)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Walkhoff.
Mr Walkhoff, 
- 
(D) Mr President. I can well
understand, Mr Hiirzschel that you have sorne
concern about developments in portugal. I do
too, although I mairnly look at the developments
hopefully. I do not however understand it whenyou measure the democratic development of
Portugal by the political rights allowed to
Christian-Democrats in Portugal. I ask you, is
it not somewhat facile, considering the historical
development of Portugal and the role played
there by the Christian Party in the past, to
compErre that Christian Party, for example, with
the ideology and political conceptions of the
Christian-Democratic parties represented in this
Parliament? Nor do I understand your reproaches
against Members of this House for seeking to
stand the Christian-Democratis in the reaction-
ary corner. I ask you, does the political attitude
of the Christian-Democrats in Portugal not put
them in that corner? I am asking that becauseI recall that the Christian-Democrats under
Portugal's earlier r6gime were scarcely in the
front line of the fight for freedom and demo-
cracy, but at best kept their mouths shut, and
I am asking that also because the leader of the
Christia,n Party in Portugal is at least extremely
strongly suspected of participating in the putsch.
Is it not understandable for political forces in
Portugal to seek to exclude forces, both on the
left-after all, two left parties have also been
excluded from the elections to the constituernt
assembly-and on the right that might disrupt
democratic developments at this stage? I think
that we should, irrespective of the role of the
Christian Party in Portugal-which is, as I said,
quite a different party from the other Christian
parties of Europe-be united in our hopes for a
genuine development towards democracy in
Portugal, but we should understand it if in Por-
tugal attempts are made to eliminate right from
the start the possibility of nerpeating the kind of
mistakes made in Chile.
(Applause from the left)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Klepsch.
Mr Klepsch. 
- 
(D) Mr President, I can be brief.
I should just like to make a couple of points
refuting the distortion of history Mr Walkhoff
has just attempted.
Firstly, there has not been any Christian-
Democratic Party at all in Portugal hitherto.
What you are saying here is incredible. Not a
single member of the party barred from the
elections had any connection at all with the
previous Caetano r6gime. Let that be quite clear!
The question is much more whether some politi-
cians in the PPD and the CDS, that have been
allowed to take part in the elections, did not
formerly hold posts in this state systern. The
barred party made just one mistake; it put the
word 'Christian' into its name.
All I would like to say now as far as the status
of the two bodies with which the International
Union of Christian-Democrats has relations, the
CDS and the CDP, is concerned, is that we have
not decided which to accept, as we want to wait
for the elections. That is why we made contact
with both of them, to see whether we would
subsequently decide on a combinatiorn of both
or for one or the other. We wanted to await
further developments. But to try and make out
from that that we do not want to support the
Christian-Democrats in Portugal is a completely
misguided conception.
One more word on the falsification of history.
What I said is this; in Portugal parties that are
officially permitted, against which no cornplaints
have beerr filed, are not being allowed to take
part in the elections. I again call it a distortion
of history when Mr Walkhoff seeks to arouse the
impression that there are some sort of proceed-
ings against those parties that put their
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democratic reliabitrity in doubt' This is in no way
the case. It is a purely arbitrary act to exclude
these parties from the electioqs, al,though they
are allowed to go on rvorking, recruit members
and engage in activities. They are allowed to do
that. ThG is a bit away from our ideas of
democratic elections. I would just like to say
still oneparty systems. I was extremely pleased
historical question.
As far as Mr Bondu is concerned, I was very
interested in one thing he just sai'd. He spoke
agai,nst those areas in Europe where there are
st1il one-party systems' I was extremely pleased
to hear that, and I hope that he will continue
to adopt this attitude in future debates.
I should like further to say that we were not
wanting to start an agrument about democracy
with this resolution, since I believe-I have as-
sumed this up to the present, and it is probably
true for the future too-that the democratic
Group in this House, who prove in the areas
whenL they are in power that they feel bound
by democratic principles, will conti,nue to act
for the maintenance of pluralist democracy, and
of constitutional and human rights in every
country.
(Apptause fronr' the centre and. the right)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Glinne.
Mr Glinne. 
- 
(F) Very brieflY, Mr President,
I would like to remind one of our colleagues who
has just mentioned Czechoslovakia, and parti-
cularly the events followirng on the spring inva-
sion in Prague, that the Socialist Group has to
take lessons frorn no one as regards the dis-
approval which these incidents and particularly
Soviet military intervention aroused among us,
and continue to arouse, and we starnd consistently
behind the principle that in normal democratic
conditions no political party, be it ieft, centre or
right, should be prohibited. We would oppose
*E".rt"t attempting to hinder the action of the
Communist Party in Europe in any way' We do
the same thing for centre-Ieft parties, centre'
right parties and even right-wing parties who in
the past in Austria or elsewhere have massacred
or imprisoned us.
Mr President, when speaking of Christian-
Democrats, especially outsi'de the privileged body
of our Community, when we are speaking of
relatively distant countries, it must be realized
that we are not always dealing with something
which is 'appellation contr6l6e'.
There are Christian Democrats, Democratic
Christians, there are people somewhere between
the two; some are in favour of the co'monon good,
of a left-wiag approach and of a right-wing
approach at the same tirne and in a confused
manner, and although the parties of the union
of the left, for example, were liquidated'
dispersed, persecuted and murdered in every
way possible in Chile, the representatives of the
main currents of christian democracy in Chile,
particularly the followers of Presi'dent Eduardo
Frey, were not persecuted in the same way,
because they were the proposed substitute' to
direct the country after the death of President
Allende.
So the ambiguities surrounding certain political
bodies bearing the label Christian-Democratic
make us suspicious of them. For us, Mr Presi-
- dent, it is not the label which counts' it is the
real content of the political activity being pur-
sued. And at this level, it should be said that
in Portugal things have not always been clear'
A party which I know very well and which is
-"a" ,p not of Christian Democrats but of
Socia1 Christians-more subtle distinctions-that
is the Belgian Social Christian party, saw fit to
visit not the popular democratic party (PPB) in
Lisbon, but the Democratic and Social Centre
Party (CDS), which is cleanly [oday's centre
righi, and which stands officially and openly in
the array of the twelve politieal parties of Por-
tugal. From the CDS to the PPB, to other more
radical groups' the label Christian always ap-
pears, ,"^d *e are pleased about this when it is
used of people on the left, but it should be said
clearly it"[ it Portugal, ever since 1926, the
label 
-Christian 
has covered a multitude of other
sins. There is therefore confusion first of all
among those who have created this label and
those who support it and in a very trarge pro-
portion of the Portuguese people who distrust
ihe ambiguities and often the underhand deal-
ings which these names conceal.
We therefore protested, Mr President, against
certain aspects of the present political situation
in Portugal, and we did so in the form of two
letters *t i"t I just mentioned were sent to the
President and the Prime Minister of the Portu-
guese Repub1ic. We are anxious about a whole
s-eries of-features developing in Portugal, and
although we do not like the political procedures
of individual Portuguese parties, we are even
less fond of the actions and intentions of those
in the opposition camp. The April revolution in
Portugai is not yet two years old and already
some people who are strongly oipposed to it are
attempting to strangle it. For our own part, as
*" ."u thi situation in Portugal, we say first
and foremost 'no' to those who would favour a
reaction of this kind.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Walkhoff'
2q) Debates ol the European parliament
Mr Walkhoff., 
- 
(D) I do not wish to drag out
discussion in this House on a Friday morning;I would ask you nevertheless to allow me a few
words about Mr Klepsch's accusation of falsifi_
cation of history. I have in no way accused
representatives of the Christian party of por_tugal of direct collaboration with Silazar or
Caetano, Mr Klepsch. All I have said is that thegreat majority of the present representatives of
that party were silent then, and if that is not
so as you make out, then please write on this
piece of paper the names of the politicians you
can-say something better of; I am sure the paper
will remain practically empty.
Now to the second accusation, to the statement
that the exclusion of the Christian-Democratic
party from the elections to the constituent assem-
bly was arbitrary. Well it simply was not. Thatparty, or its chairman, is accused in portugal of
having been involved in the preparation oJ the
putsch or even in its execution. The two of us
cannot verify whether that accusation is true.
Nor can we say, however, that there was no such
involvement.
Allow me furthermore, Mr Klepsch, to take your
statements regarding developments and your
hopes for certain kinds of developments in por-
tugal with a pinch of salt. This scepticism is
necessary when I recall what your Christian-
Democratic colleague Mr Heck said in the Bun-
desrepublik about the putsch in Chile, where he
gave a very positive appraisal of present condi-
tions in Chile and of the colonels, r6glme. I don't
think that should be forgotten when statements
from certain political groups aie being evaluated
here.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Deschamps.
Mr Deschamps. 
- 
(.F') Mr president, I do not
want to go back over history. There has been
enough of that today, and I do not think that
this is the right time. My colleagues have cleared
up some of the points arising from the unjust
accusations made. I think that is sufficient.
We are politicians and we must in the present
situation take a political attitude to the forth-
coming event, the elections of 25 Aprit in por-
tugal, an attitude to their nature and their
credibility, and the conclusions we can drawfrom them about the links which could be
established between Portugal and Europe and inparticular the Communities.
I would like simply to make three points.
I will not dwell on Mr Bordu,s position. Weknow his arguments and my colleagues have
answered them. But I would like to address more
specifically a certain number of our Socialist
Itg"9r and colleagues whom we know well, andtell them that the attitude they are adopting on
this matter astonighes us. It astonishes us-because
when we read the resolution on which we are
asking you to adopt a position, we really do not
se_e what you can object to in it. In iact, MrGlinne, in your speech you did not speak against
the resolution itself; you spoke of the charac_
teristics which portuguese democracy must havefor a certain time, stressing how difflrent it wasfrom that which exists still, fortunately, in a
certain number of European countries. But thatis not the question! We are asked to vote for
a resolution in which 
- 
and this is the importantpoint 
- 
we are urgently calling on all democrats
and responsible authorities in portugal to ensurefirst of all that there is the widest and freestpopular participation in these elections and that
secondly, all citizens have the right to exercise
their fundamental democratic rights and thirdly
that the will of the people be respected at these
elections. But, Mr Glinne, can you see any basic
difference between the text which we are askingyou to vote on today, and another text which Iquote from: "'There will be no bourgeois demo_
cracy", said Mr Cunhal, Secretary-General of the
Portuguese Communist party. Very well, but beit bourgeois or proletarian-because we aretalking about the nature of this dernocracy_
democracy does have laws, it obeys values which
would no longer exist if they were obliged tofit into the strait-jacket of events. These laws
are called freedom of expression, pluralism ofpolitical parties, universa-L suffrage. This is not
enough. granted, but it is certainly necessary.'
The text I have quoted is not from a Christian_
Democrat, it is Frangois Mitterrand. The fact
that he wrote it perhaps also explains in part
why he has just been refused for the fourth
time a trip to Moscow.
But, my Socialist colleagues, f ask you once
more, where is the difference between the con_
tent of the resolution we are asking you to vote
on with us, and the words of the statement by
Frangois Mitterrand? Are there differences aboutthe nature of this popular democracy, the
meaning of 25 April, and especially the days
before it? This is what we are voting on! Asfor what you said about the nature of demo-
cracy in Portugal, the conditions in which it
will develop, which are different from those in
yhich democracy in Europe has fortunately been
developing for so long, by resisting pressure
from all sides and especially from the East,
this is a matter for debate; on these questions we
can have different views, subtle differences,
although you know perfectly well that ybur
views are basically further from those of the
Communists than from ours. But what we are
asking you to do now is to support with us the
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fact that, as Frangois Mitterrand says, freedom
of expression, plurality of parties, real universal
suffrage, are necessary to establish a democracy
which will allow Portugal one day, thanks to
us, thanks to its association with our Community,
to raise its standard of living and to re-instil in
the people the democratic ideal which has been
stifled for 50 years. It is on this that you are
refusing to take a clear position today. We are
sorry, and basically I hope that in the few
minutes remaining you will still be able to go
back on this decision and join with the Demo-
crats in voting for this motion.
(Applause from the centre and the right)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bordu.
Mr Bordu. 
- 
(F) I would like to point out that
the principles. declared by Frangois Mitterrand
and quoted in the plea just made by the devil,s
advocate, are totally respected in Portugal, since
there are twelve parties in the contest and even
though one of them has been provisionally
excluded from the elections, it will nevertheless
have a certain number of representatives. De-
mocracy will play its part because the Christian-
Democratic electors will have a chance to vote
on a whole range of policies reflected by candi-
dates seeking their votes. Consequently, there is
no attack on the Portuguese electors' freedom
of choice.
I would like to recall that the difference between
us and the signatories of this resolution is less
a question of philosophy, on which certain people
choose to dwell, than a question of knowing
whether this country will be permitted without
our showing a misplaced impatience, to awake
to this newly discovered democracy, to triumph
over the forces of the past, or whether on the
contrary we will try to turn it away from the
democratic path on which it has set out.
President. 
- 
I caII Mr Laban.
Mr Laban. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I wish to makeit clear why the Socialist Group will abstain
from voting on this motion for a resolution.
Mr Glinne stated on our behalf, in his first
speech, that our main objection was that point I
of the resolution did not explain clearly enough
what was meant by 'certain negative features,.
In his second speech he noted that there was no
question of our side being opposed to the erner-
gence of Christian-Democratic parties in western
countries, but that it was not at all clear to the
Portuguese people what the term 'Christian-
Democrat' meant. There would be misunder-
standings if we were to support a resolution
tabled by the Christian Democrats, because the
term Christian-Democrat had quite different
associations in Portugal than in this Parliament.
Moreover, the wording of the resolution is one-
sided, in that it fails to refer to certain economic
forces that are trying to undermine democracy
in Portugal. These are the only reasons for our
abstention. We expressed our concern and noted
our objections in the letter sent by the Socialist
Group to the Portuguese prime minister.
President. 
- 
Does anyone else wish to speak?
I put the motion for a resolution to the vote.
The resolution is adopted 1.
4. Membership of committees
President. 
- 
I have neceived from the Euro-
pean Conservative Group a request for the
appointment of Lord Bethell to the Associations
Committee to replace Lord St. Oswald.
Are there any objections?
The appointment is ratified.
5. Date of next sittings
President. 
- 
There are no other items on the
agenda.
The enlarged Bureau proposes that the Parlia-
ment hold its next sittings on 28, 29 and 30 April
in Luxembourg.
Are there any objections?
That is agreed.
6. Ad,journment of sessioa
President. 
- 
I declare the session of the Euro-
pean Parliament adjourned.
7. Approual of minutes
President. 
- 
Pursuant to Rule 1?(2) of the
Rules of Procedure, I now submit to Parliament
for its approval the minutes of proceedings of
this sitting which were written during the
debates.
Are there any comments?
The minutes are approved.
The sitting is closed.
(The sitting was closed at 11.10 a.m.)
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